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This practice-as-research project investigates the interrelations between performance, 
playfulness, and ecology, highlighting these as constituting an important nexus of study in 
the current ecological context.  I explore ways of performatively facilitating ludic 
interactions between people and their environments, investigate what benefits might 
accrue from doing so, examine the structure and significance of these interactions, and 
consider the role of performance training in their facilitation.  Conducting practice-as-
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ‘ŝŶƚŚĞǁŝůĚ ? ?ĐĨ ?,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐ ? ?995) provides a unique and valuable perspective from 
which to interrogate current and historical thinking regarding play.  The rigorous supporting 
rationale provided suggests potential areas of impact and value for the practice beyond the 
performances themselves.  The qualitative evidence presented supports my argument that 
ůƵĚŝĐ ?ƉůĂǇĨƵů )ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĐĂŶƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? environmental attitudes 
and relations.   
In order to conduct this practical inquiry, I reflexively develop an original 
methodology: Popular Participatory Peripatetic Performance, or 4P for short.  I fully 
integrate playfulness into three replicable models of practice, derived from 4P, each 
employing a different modality of peripatetic performance.  They are: Perplexpedition  W an 
intervention in public space; Wandercast  W an audio-walk podcast; and Spinstallation  W a 
performance workshop.  Each of these forms a dynamic and responsive live artwork, 
enacted and documented in numerous iterations, which allows for reflexive development of 
the models themselves as well as the overarching 4P methodology; each constitutes 
research process and outcome.  My aim in devising this tripartite approach has been to 
achieve significant comprehensiveness and also to render the project accessible and 
attractive to as wide a variety of participants as possible, thereby maximising its validity and 
the generalisability of its findings. 
ĐŽůŽŐǇŝƐĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚĞĚŚĞƌĞŝŶůŝŶĞǁŝƚŚ'ƌĞŐŽƌǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ?[1972] 
2000: xxiii), which seeks a holistic understanding of living systems through the recognition of 
far-reaching patterns and formal regularities.  dŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚďƵŝůĚƐƵƉŽŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ
play constitutes one such pattern to develop the conceptual framework and practical 
approach that I term ludic ecology ?/ĂůƐŽĞŵƉůŽǇ:ĂŵĞƐ: ?'ŝďƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ
 v 
 
affordance ĂŶĚĚƌĂǁŽŶĂǌ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?
using them interdependently to structure and support this project from both practical and 
theoretical perspectives.   
This project contributes primarily to three fields: ecological performance, through an 
original methodology and modes of practice; practice-as-research, through a novel 
theoretical stance and documentation techniques; and play-studies, by refining a distinction 
between play and playfulness and elucidating their philosophical status.  This writing aims to 
clarify these contributions and thus position the project as  “ƉƌĂǆŝƐ ?ŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂƐ “ƚŚĞŽƌǇ
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dyIbAZn3HlQ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family 
Vault CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-family-
vault/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family Vault) 
Fig.26: An abortive attempt, Perplexpedition #3: The Family Vault. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dyIbAZn3HlQ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family 
Vault CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-family-
vault/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family Vault) 
Fig.27: Dad vaults bollard, Perplexpedition #3: The Family Vault. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dyIbAZn3HlQ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family 
Vault CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-family-
vault/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family Vault) 
Fig.28: Female perficipant asks a question, Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TUdF17TPdHM (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The 
Legendary Trio CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-
legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary Trio)  
Fig.29: The Editor feigns ignorance, Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TUdF17TPdHM (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The 
Legendary Trio CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-
legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary Trio) 
Fig.30: Reality dawns on The Trio, Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TUdF17TPdHM (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The 
Legendary Trio CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-
legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary Trio) 
Fig.31: David Attenborough character improvisation, Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TUdF17TPdHM (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The 
Legendary Trio CASE STUDY VERSION)  W original video available at http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-
legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary Trio) 
Fig.32: Ludic helpfulness, Spinstallation S-ZERO: Penryn Playfulness. 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/penryn-playfulness/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S-ZERO Penryn 
Playfulness) 
Fig.33: Spontaneous ludic sociality, Spinstallation S-ZERO: Penryn Playfulness. 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/penryn-playfulness/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S-ZERO Penryn 
Playfulness) 
Fig.34: Installation of Twiglet bandstand and soup station, Spinstallation S1: The Realm of the 
Twiglets. http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-realm-of-the-twiglets (PML\Spinstallation Video\S1 The 
Realm of the Twiglets) 
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Fig.35: ĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ ?^ ?dŽƚĞŵŝĐ&ŝŐƵƌĞ, Spinstallation S2: Playfulness & Creativity 
[Unpublished]. 
Fig.36: Red Chief Hopelessly Late  W The Climb, Spinstallation S2: Playfulness & Creativity. 
http://bit.ly/2FhqeIi (PML\Spinstallation Video\S2 Playfulness & Creativity\Red Chief Hopelessly Late 
 W The Climb) 
Fig.37: Cosmic Chaos  W The Bins, Spinstallation S2: Playfulness & Creativity. http://bit.ly/2Em4Vnq 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S2 Playfulness & Creativity\Cosmic Chaos  W The Bins) 
Fig.38: Master of Disaster  W Balls of Hercules, Spinstallation S2: Playfulness & Creativity. 
http://bit.ly/2CHkkOH (PML\Spinstallation Video\S2 Playfulness & Creativity\Master of Disaster  W 
Balls of Hercules) 
Fig.39: The Barking Dog  W Nose Trail, Spinstallation S3: Ludic Stance. http://bit.ly/2CQqfEy 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\The Barking Dog & Rebecca the Happy Foot\The Barking 
Dog  W Nose Trail) 
Fig.40: Phaida  W So this is the World, Spinstallation S3: Ludic Stance. http://bit.ly/2FfpGCP 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\FiFi & Phaida\Phaida  W So this is the World) 
Fig.41: Rizzie  W The Valley of the Cigarettes, Spinstallation S3: Ludic Stance. http://bit.ly/2mfgeqQ 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\Rizzie & Kacke\Rizzie  W The Valley of the Cigarettes) 
Fig.42: Spidy  W Mother Mission, Spinstallation S4: Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination. 
http://bit.ly/2D8GNp6 (PML\Spinstallation Video\S4 Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination\Spidy  W 
Mother Mission) 
Fig.43: Sendbad  W Sanctitree, Spinstallation S4: Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination. 
http://bit.ly/2CS9ppL (PML\Spinstallation Video\S4 Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination\Sendbad  W 
Sanctitree) 
Fig.44: Bearry  W Pedestrian Race, Spinstallation S4: Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination. 
http://bit.ly/2mdLRRL (PML\Spinstallation Video\S4 Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination\Bearry  W 
Pedestrian Race) 
Fig.45: M Unit  W Budget Meeting.  A withering critique of university administrative practices, 
Spinstallation S5: Creativity & Imagination. http://bit.ly/2gOfrNL (PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 
Creativity & Imagination\M Unit\Budget Meeting) 
Fig.46: J Unit  W Cruel Laughter. One of ten chapters charting a mythical tale of power and love, 
Spinstallation S5: Creativity & Imagination. http://bit.ly/2mbIriA (PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 
Creativity & Imagination\J Unit\5. Cruel Laughter) 
Fig.47: C Unit  W The Final Adventure.  El Jefe (of J Unit) comes to the aid of MDMA and Crap-Pot (of 
C Unit), but sadly leaves Captain Camembert stranded, Spinstallation S5: Creativity & Imagination. 
http://bit.ly/2xSkAZs (PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination\C Unit  W The Final 
Adventure) 
Fig.48: Amused perficipants, Perplexpedition #11 [Unpublished]. (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#11) 
 xviii 
 
Fig.49: Mock-Vulcan-nerve-pinch, C Unit  W Calamitous Life Support, Spinstallation S5: Creativity & 
Imagination. http://bit.ly/2mdWzYs (PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination\C Unit  W 




Preface: Guide to this Thesis 
 
This text is interpolĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐƚŽ ?ĂŶĚŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
practice.  The majority of this has been published on the project website 
(www.ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk).  Hyperlinks to content published online appear throughout 
the text.  There is also a Project Media Library (PML), submitted on a USB Memory Stick 
along with the hard copy of this writing, which contains additional unpublished content.  
The location of Media Library content appears alongside the above-mentioned hyperlinks 
(or when I reference unpublished content).  Media Library locations are provided in brackets 
in the following form: (PML\Name of Strand & Type of Media\Name of File).  For example: 
(PML\Perplexpedition Video\#3 The Family Vault). 
 
As this is a PaR project, I encourage the reader to fully acquaint themselves with all aspects 
of my practice that is available digitally (either by linking from the text or exploring 
independently), so as to fully understand this project and appreciate its value.  There are 
some instances, for example Chapter 5, where the practice and writing should be engaged 
with concurrently. 
 
To echo the way in which my practice encourages participants to engage with their 
environments in non-habitual ways, this writing offers many opportunities to divert from 
linear progression through the text.  I provide a large number of hyperlinks allowing the 
reader to jump forward and backward to other chapters, sections, and appendices in order 
to revisit certain concepts and discussions or trace threads in the web of argument.  I am 
not suggesting that the reader should engage with the writing in this way, only that one can 
if one wishes.  Where hyperlinks connect to an appendix I have provided a link at the end of 
that appendix, which leads back to the main text.  In order to maintain cohesion of the main 
text, hyperlinks internal to the main text do not have accompanying links that connect back 





Each chapter has its own appendix containing various sections.  In addition to sections that 
reproduce documents used within the practice, there are sections which expand upon 
various aspects of the main text.  There are also many footnotes which are similarly 
expansive, as well as links to a few related blog posts that I have written.  Together, they 
ĨŽƌŵĂŬŝŶĚŽĨ ‘ĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƉĂĐŬ ?ŽĨƚŚĞƐŽƌƚĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĨŽƌĐĞƌƚĂŝŶǀŝĚĞŽŐĂŵĞƐ ?dŚŝƐĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ
pack provides additional, supplementary detail on certain concepts and implicated issues or 
discussions.  One reason for including this is that the writing implicates fields with which 
performance researchers may not be familiar, owing to the wide-ranging interdisciplinarity 
of this proũĞĐƚ ?dŚĞĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƉĂĐŬĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
epistemic web, shining lights on threads that extend beyond the area enclosed within the 
core thesis body, which is comprised of the main text and the practice.  The expansion pack 
also factors into the mechanisms for engaging with this writing in the non-linear fashion 
described above.  dŚĞĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƉĂĐŬƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŽďƌŽĂĚĞŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƐĐŽƉĞĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ
ƚŚĞůĞǀĞůŽĨĚĞƚĂŝůĨŽƌƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚƌĞĂĚĞƌ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚs can be 
understood without engaging with this additional detail.   
 
PLEASE NOTE: A small number of footnotes are highlighted in yellow.  These do not form 
part of the expansion pack and should be read by all readers in order to avoid 
misunderstanding, since these footnotes contain important qualifying information. 
 




Part I: Contextualisation 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
1.1: The Aim of the Game 
 
In an era when many environmental relations (material, social, and conceptual) are 
decidedly fraught, resulting from rapid technological, geophysical, and societal change 
 ?^ƚŽŬŽůƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ? “ ?t )ĞŵƵƐƚƌĞƚŚŝŶŬĂŶĚƌĞĨĞĞůŽƵƌ ŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƐƚŝŶǇ ? ?tŚŝƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? P
1207).  Participatory performance practitioners have an important role to play in this, not 
ŽŶůǇďǇŝŶǀŝƚŝŶŐ “ƚŝŶǇĂĐƚƐŽĨŵŝĐƌŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞŵĂĐƌŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐƚŚĂƚ
ŵĂŬĞĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ? ?DŝůůĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ďƵƚďǇĨŝŶĚŝŶŐǁĂǇƐƚŽĚŽƐŽƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƐŝŵƵltaneously 
 “ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝǀĞĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶŝƐƚ QĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĂŵĞůŝŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?ŝƐŚŽƉ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ƚĂŬĞƵƉ
this participatory artistic baton in order to address this ecological imperative by seeking 
ecological recalibration through participatory practice-as-research (PaR), thereby 
conducting my inquiry  “through the mechanic of felt experiencĞ ? ?,ĂƌƉŝŶ ?EŝĐŚŽůƐŽŶ ?
2016: 3). 
ŶĞĂƌůǇ “ŚƵŶĐŚ ? ?<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ? ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? )ǁĂƐƚŚĂƚplayful practice could enable the 
forging of potentially beneficial new environmental relationships and that playfulness itself 
might hold particular interest in this regard.1  Any practice intending to explore, and perhaps 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐǁŽƵůĚŶĞĞĚƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ‘ŝŶƚŚĞǁŝůĚ ? ?ĐĨ ?,ƵƚĐŚŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŝ ?Ğ ?
meet participants where they are.  For PaR, this means operating outside of formal 
performance spaces and intervening in the everyday.   
/ƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽƚŚĞĞǀĞƌ-shifting systems and patterns 
of environmental relations in which a person is implicated, taken from the perspective of 
that person.  Readers familiar with ecological thinking might perceive a problematic 
anthropocentrism here.  However, this terminology is not to imply any ownership of 
                                                          
1 I also hoped that implicating playfulness into the practice would help to practically facilitate the work, both 
technically, in that play has always been fundamental to my performance training and practice, and 
pragmatically, since I hypothesised that participants might more readily engage with light-hearted practice.   
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ecologies by individuals, nor to indicate any endorsement of individualism, but rather to 
foreground our ambiguous status as manifestly agentive subjects that are always-already 
ƉĂƌƚŽĨ ?ĂŶĚŝŶƐĞƉĂƌĂďůĞĨƌŽŵ ?ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚǁĞĐĂŶŶŽƚĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?/ƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ ‘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?
ĂŶĚ ‘ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐŽĨĚŝƐĐƵƌsive parsimony; whether or not it is most 
ecologically and philosophically accurate to refer to people as individuals (cf. Hermans, 
2001), I do so here.   
As I explore in Chapter 4, this ecological stance troubles the putative objective-
subjective boundary in that ecological systems of relation objectively exist yet are 
contingent upon ŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?dŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽĨ
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƚŽƐŚŝĨƚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐĂŶĚĂƐƐĞƐƐĞƐĂŶǇƌĞƐƵůƚĂŶƚĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŽ
personal ecologies.  I use the term recalibration to refer to subtle yet significant changes to 
the systems of environmental relations which constitute personal ecologies and therefore 
also to refer to changes to the people who are co-constituted by those ecologies.  I suggest 
ƚŚĂƚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĐĂŶĞĨĨĞĐƚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŵƉůŽǇŝŶŐ&ƌĂŶĐŽĞƌĂƌĚŝ ?Ɛ
terminology, this recalibration could be said to involve a shift from functional, machine-like 
 “ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐƚŽ ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ?ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ “ĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝŶ
which ontological change takes place (Berardi, 2014: 18).   
 
My essential argument here, as demonstrated by my practice and articulated in this writing, 
ŝƐƚŚĂƚ ?ũƵƐƚĂƐ “ ?> ?ŽǀĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞůŽǀĞƌ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ƉůĂǇŶŽƚŽŶůǇĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞƉůĂǇer but does so 
in ways that are positive, beneficial, and philosophically significant. 
 
Playfulness soon became a defining research focus, as it emerged that play is both of great 
cultural (Huizinga, [1938] 1970), evolutionary (Burghardt, 2005), and ecological (Bateson, 
 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŚĂƐŶŽƚďĞĞŶƐƚƵĚŝĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ‘ǁŝůĚWĂZ ?ŚĞƌĞƚŽĨŽƌĞ ?WĂZŝƐĂ
strong methodological candidate, however, since performance and play are intimately 
intertwined.2  This project thus investigates the interrelations between performance, 
                                                          
2 The close and significant interrelations between play and performance are widely recognised (e.g. Schechner, 
2013; Shepherd & Wallis, 2004: 122 W127; Turner, 1982; Sutton-Smith, 1979a). 
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playfulness, and ecology,3 seeking to contribute to our understanding of enduringly 
enigmatic playfulness, and hypothesising the potential for positive ecological change 
through playful performance.  I describe playful person-environment interactions as ludic 
ecology.  
The initial germ of the project was my interest in walking art as a means of 
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ŽǁŝŶŐƚŽǁĂůŬŝŶŐ ?ƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐĂůůǇŝŶ-the-wild nature.4  
The drawing of focus from walking itself to playfulness both revealed originality and 
ƉƌŽŵƉƚĞĚĂďƌŽĂĚĞŶŝŶŐŽĨŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇďĞǇŽŶĚ ‘ƉƵƌĞƌ ?ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŽǁĂůŬŝŶŐĂƌƚ ?ĐĨ ?
Fulton, 2010), entailing the formation of Popular Participatory Peripatetic Performance (or 
4P for short).  Although the popular pillar facilitates playfulness, 4P has been specifically 
designed as a flexible methodology appropriate to various contexts,5 hopefully providing a 
widely applicable research outcome.  Playfulness assumes its integral position in the 
ĚĞƌŝǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂctice from 4P.  Together, 4P and my practice form one of my 
chief contributions and are outlined in the next section of this chapter.   
 ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ƐŚĂƌĞĂǌ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?Đ )ĂŶĚZŽďŝŶEĞůƐŽŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ
regarding questions in PaR, my initial inquiry and methodological development gained 
clarity by extracting from the above hunches the following questions: 
1. How can performance be structured and implemented so as to integrate playfulness 
into daily routines? 
2. What recalibration (if any) of ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛenvironmental relations might this provoke? 
3. What benefits (if any) might this have? 
 As the project developed, my practice revealed itself to form investigative 
 “ ?ŵŽĚĞůƐ ? ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝƚƐĞůĨĂƐĂŶĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
interƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ “ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ?ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚ ?
                                                          
3 Performance has long engaged implicitly with matters of ecology through site-based practice, which can 
arguably be traced back to the Futurists, who took performance out onto the streets around 1911 (Goldberg, 
2001: 16).  In recent years, ecology has become an explicit concern within performance studies, the field 
having been illuminated by Kershaw (2007) and its developing breadth indicated by the publication of a 
dedicated edition of Performance Research: On Ecology, edited by Stephen Bottoms, Aaron Franks, and Paula 
Kramer in 2012.  Ecology is now often used as an analytical framework in performance studies, for example in 
PaR (e.g. Riley & Hunter, 2009) and participatory performance (e.g. Harpin & Nicholson, 2012).   
4 A keen walker since childhood, I had been introduced to the notion of walking-as-arts-practice by Laura 
ŝƐƐĞůůĂŶĚĂǀŝĚKǀĞƌĞŶĚ ?ƐƉĂƉĞƌat the 2014 TaPRA conference (Performance and the Body Working Group).   




investigative models was seemingly spontaneous and scarcely connected to the above, 
ŚĂǀŝŶŐŵŽƌĞƚŽĚŽǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ “ƌĂĚŝĐĂůŽƉĞŶŶĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? )ŽĨůƵĚŝĐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?/ŶŽƚĞ
the irony in formulating this latter development as the following question: 
4. What is the structure and significance of performative6 ludic-environmental 
interactions as revealed by my practice? 
This became the key focus, eventually illuminating playfulness as a philosophical 
phenomenon.  Importantly, the inability of existing theories of play to account for my 
experience of the practice and observations of participants led to my formulation 
play(fulness), which I argue advances play theory by refining a distinction between play and 
playfulness.   
 The rationality and orderliness of question-formation, however, generates tension 
with the non-ůŝŶĞĂƌŝƚǇĂŶĚ “ĚŝƐŽƌĚĞƌůŝŶĞƐƐ ?ŽĨĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/Ŷ
reality, this project is not driven by delineated questions, it is an exploration by live and 
digital practice,7 critical reflection, analysis of participation, and literature-based research, 
which together constitute the thesis, although even these multi-modal arguments 
necessarily cannot articulate everything at play within and around the practice.  
Nonetheless, in this document, certain chapters address certain questions most clearly, as 
expressed in the Thesis Roadmap at the end of this chapter.  Interplay between all thesis 
elements has generated practical and theoretical insights hopefully of value to various 
fields, from play- to performance-studies to pedagogy.  I aim to clarify these and thus 
position the project as  “ƉƌĂǆŝƐ ? PŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂƐ “ƚŚĞŽƌǇŝŵďƌŝĐĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ?
2013: 5), but also practice imbricated within theory.   
                                                          
6 The concept of performativity is a mutable and vexed one (see Shepherd & Wallis 2004: 220 W224).  Here, I 
use the term performative in its general sense of instigating action or performance.  There is also the sense, 
with which participants might identify, of engaging in action which connotes performance.  Whether or not 
any action associated with this project can be objectively categorised as performance is less important than 
whether it bears some of the hallmarks of performance. 
7 The digital practice is hosted on the ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐǁĞďƐŝƚĞwww.ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk and in the Project Media 
Library (PML) that accompanies the hard copy of this writing.  
EĞůƐŽŶŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨ “ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ? ?ŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂƐ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞĨŽƌƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐƚŽůĞĂƌŶĂďŽƵƚ  “ŽƚŚĞƌ
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶƚŚĞĂƐĞ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?ŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ ? W7), but also to gain a 
 “ĨƵůůĞƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚŝƐĂƚƐƚĂŬĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞĂƌƚƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚWĂZ
provides opportunities to understand more about what stake arts practice has in wider society, as I hope to 
show.  Throughout, I have considered my role as both trained performer and researcher. 
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 The radical openness of performance is here compounded by that of play(fulness) 
(Barnett, L., 2007).  LudicrousPilgrim is the manifestation of my playfulness, his name 
binding playfulness to walking art within my practice;8 this persona ensures that my practice 
both renders 4P in ludic form and employs ludic content.  In order to establish a relationship 
between form and content in the writing also, and so that coherence obtains between 
written and practical components, both I and LudicrousPilgrim speak within this text.  There 
is no authorial separation, however, since we are one and the same person.  Though this has 
made for an artistically and academically stimulating process, at times LudicrousPilgrim has, 
ĂƐŵǇƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ? “ĐŽŵĞĐůŽƐĞƚŽƐĂďŽƚĂŐŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ?ƐƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇƐĞƌŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ?
ƌŝƐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ-credentials.9  Therefore, in the interests of research-
intelligibility, this document is arguably more conventional than my practice, with 
>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵ ?ƐŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽŶůǇďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝďůĞĂƐƚŚĞǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞƐ ?10   
/ŶƚŚŝƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŽƌǇĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?/ĨŝƌƐƚŽƵƚůŝŶĞƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŵĂŝŶĐŽntributions to 
knowledge, introducing the main methods involved in the practical and textual aspects of 
this research enquiry.  Next, I address these practical and textual research methods in more 
detail, sketching out how the different elements of my pracƚŝĐĞƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?Ɛ
philosophical attributes and highlighting the important roles that humour and pedagogy 
ƉůĂǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?/ƚŚĞŶŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞƚŚƌĞĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽƵĐŚƐƚŽŶĞƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
conceptual framework: the ecological thinking of Gregory Bateson, Baz Kershaw, and James 
J. Gibson.  As the conceptual framework that I develop is founded on ecological thinking, I 
often refer to it as an ecological framework.  After having sketched certain of the above 
ƚŚƌĞĞƐĐŚŽůĂƌƐ ?ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚs, I ďƌŝĞĨůǇĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
relational, experiential, and interdisciplinary.  This chapter concludes with an overview of 
the remaining chapters. 
  
                                                          
8 ,ĞŶĐĞŶŽŐĂƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘WŝůŐƌŝŵ ? ? 
9 As will become clear, play(fulness) and seriousness are not mutually exclusive; however, in the context of a 
PhD, it is important that a project be both intelligible as research and taken seriously.  
10 Apart from possibly in a footnote or two during earlier chapters. 
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1.2: Contributions  
 
As I intend to demonstrate through my writing and documentation, this project contributes 
primarily to PaR, ecological performance, and play-studies.  The ordering below does not 
imply a value-ranking.  The practice offers a new methodology for, and modes of, ecological 
performance and also new means of studying human play(fulness) in the wild; I propose a 
novel methodological stance on PaR; my conceptual framework outlines an original theory 
of play(fulness) and its significance; and my documentation practice contributes practically 
and theoretically to PaR documentation. 
 
1.2.1: Practical Methodology & Models 
 
The 4P methodology came about for the following reasons.  Popular  W i.e. novelty-seeking, 
present-tense, persona- rather than character-based, and using direct-address (Double, 
2017: 8)  W in order to engage a wide variety of people; Participatory, so that people 
practically experience and, where possible, influence the work in the hope that this might 
promote shifts in personal ecologies; and Peripatetic, so as to both take the project to 
participants, facilitating participation, and take participants through environments, 
facilitating exploration.  Though the present aim is to propagate ludic ecology, 4P can be put 
to many other ends.  From 4P, three modes of practice have been reflexively developed and 
refined:  
 
Perplexpedition  W an intervention in public space;  
Wandercast  W an audio-walk podcast; and  
Spinstallation  W a performance workshop.11   
                                                          
11 I note the similarity of, and inspiration drawn from, certain other practices to mine.  Chapter 6, the 
Wandercast Case Study, contains a brief practice review for this strand and A6.1 provides information on 
further performative audio works.  For practices relating to Perplexpedition and Spinstallation, see A5.3 & 
A7.6, although the reader might find it useful to read these appendices in conjunction with, or after having 
read, these strandƐ ?ĂƐĞ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?ŚĂƉƚĞƌƐ5&7). 
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Together, they effect a triangulation of practical inquiry into play(fulness), 
performance, and environment, producing insights into their interrelationships.  While their 
comparative looseness varies, all three aim to preserve participant agency and promote 
creativity by employing a general looseness of structure and significant interpretative and 
interactional flexibility.  My tripartite approach also allows multiple effectivities of 
play(fulness)-through-4P to be concurrently investigated; I designed three strands with 
minimal overlap iŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?s comprehensiveness.   
 
1.2.2: Both PaR and Practice-Based-Research 
 
Although I did not set out with an explicit aim to do so, this project contributes theory in a 
number of areas, chiefly: play(fulness) (Chapter 2), pedagogy (Chapter 3), and epistem-
ontology (Chapter 4).  I also comment on PaR documentation (Chapter 5), performative 
podcasts (Chapter 6), and installation art (Chapter 7).  The writing also contextualises, 
conceptualises, and analyses the practice, as is customary in PaR (Nelson, 2013: 33 W37).  
With the intention of elucidating the subtleties and complexities of the research 
methodology and outcomes that have emerged over the course of this project, I describe 
the project as simultaneously constituting both PaR and practice-based-research.  In making 
ƚŚŝƐĐůĂŝŵ ?/ĂĚŽƉƚEĞůƐŽŶ ?ƐƵƐĂŐĞŽĨ the term practice-ďĂƐĞĚƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ “ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚǁŚŝĐŚ
ĚƌĂǁƐĨƌŽŵ QƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞďƵƚǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůǁŽƌĚ-ďĂƐĞĚĨŽƌŵƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? )ŝŶ
addition to my own sense that practice-based connotes outcomes that can reach beyond 
the discipline(s) in which the practice is situated.  Simultaneously, my project operates in 
ways that characterise it also as PaR, as I outline below. 
PaR and practice-based-research, when employed on their own, are each able to 
facilitate both practical and theoretical knowledge-production, but I contend that my 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞǆĐĞĞĚƐWĂZ ?ƐƵƐƵĂůƌĞŵŝƚŽĨĐƌŝƚŝƋƵŝŶŐƚŚĞŽƌǇŝŶůŝŐŚƚŽĨƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ
to the significant theoretical contributions noted above.  I describe my project as practice-
based-research to give a sense of ƚŚŝƐ ‘ŐŽŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚ ? ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŵǇƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚ
based upon my developing arts practice; my enquiry has taken place through and within my 
practice.  This is evidenced by the fact that key insights emerged from the doing of the 
practice, such as the important role that both ambiguity and humour play within the 
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practice and theory of ludic ecology; both ambiguity and humour form threads that run 
throughout this writing.  Furthermore, my practice constitutes evidence of my research 
enquiry and was examined as such.  Therefore, I characterise my project as equally also PaR. 
I am not suggesting that my project produces more, or better, knowledge than other 
projects but that certain elements of the knowledge produced here are best understood by 
using the framework of PaR and others by that of practice-based-research.  Broadly 
speaking, practice-based-research tips the balance in Part I, with PaR doing the same in Part 
II (see 1.6: Thesis Roadmap).  Crucially, however, each and every element is inseparably and 
causally interrelated, which is why I stress both/and; nothing in this project is unequivocally 
one or the other.  This description is a means for me to understand what I have done in 
terms of research methodology, it does not indicate an approach that I rationally 
formulated in advance and consciously followed in shaping the project. 
I suggest that practice-based also connotes broader conceptual reach across the 
academy.  For example, my play(fulness) theory arose from interplay between practical, 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶƚŝĂů “ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )12 and the process of reviewing play studies 
literature.  The practice-based theory could potentially be understood without experience of 
my practice-as-research, yet could not have beeŶĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚĞĚŝŶŝƚƐĂďƐĞŶĐĞ ?dŚŝƐ ‘ďŽƚŚ ?ĂŶĚ ?
abstraction emerged in hindsight; in the moment I made no distinction, hence the 
simultaneity of both/and.  This stance emphasises the extent to which, as research directly 
involving arts practice becomes more established, it has the capacity to employ its 
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐŝŶƚĞƌĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌŝƚǇ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? )ƚŽƌĞĂĐŚďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐŚŽŵĞĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ
whilst retaining its practical footing and constructive  “ĚŝƐŽƌĚĞƌůŝŶĞƐƐ ? ?dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? P 
56).   
I note that others are also challenging such distinctions, prompting uptake of the 
ƚĞƌŵ “ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ? ?DĂĐŬĞǇ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐƚƌŝŬĞƐŵĞ ĂƐĂƵƐĞĨƵůƵŵďƌĞůůĂƚĞƌŵ ?/
ŽĨĨĞƌŵǇ ‘ďŽƚŚ ?ĂŶĚ ?ƐƚĂŶĐĞĂƐĂŶŽǀĞů ?ĂŶĚŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇƵƐĞĨ ů ? contribution to these debates, 
                                                          
12 EĞůƐŽŶƵƐĞƐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ?ƚŽƚƌŽƵďůĞĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂƐ “ĐůĞĂƌůǇďŽƵŶĚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚ
ƵŶƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ P “ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ QĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐĂƐƵďũĞct engaged in the act indicated and perhaps 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞĚŝŶĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƵĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐƉĂƚŝĂůůǇ QƉƌŽǆŝŵĂůƚŽƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚƚŽďĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ƌĞƚĂŝŶ
ƚŚŝƐƐĞŶƐĞ ?ǇĞƚĂůƐŽƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƚŽŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĂƌŶĞƚƚ ?Ɛ “ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŬŶŽǁŝŶŐin situ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W italics original), 
ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚDŽĚĞ ?ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?EŽǁŽƚŶǇ ?^ĐŽƚƚ ?'ŝďďŽŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚŚŝƐ “knowing-in-and-with-
uncertainty ? ?ŽƌDŽĚĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐďŽƚŚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚďǇĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ?ĂƌŶĞƚƚ ?Z ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŽƚŚ
these forms of knowing manifest themselves as significant through-lines within this project. 
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and to the terrain of practice research, rather than as a standalone research methodology.  
My intention is to better understand and articulate the processes and trajectories at work 
within my research project, with the possibility that other researchers might find that my 
formulation serves to open up and elucidate their own practice research activity.   
 
1.2.3: Ludic Ecology 
 
As well as being shaped by critical reflection and participant feedback, each practical strand 
has evolved through mutual modification, i.e. in ecological relationship, with an original, 
developing (conceptual) framework for ludic ecology that incorporates my play(fulness) 
formulation.  Although human play(fulness) has been studied ecologically (Bateson, [1972] 
2000: 177 W193) and ethology cites environmental resources as a key factor in animal 
play(fulness) (e.g. Auerbach, Kanarek & Burghardt, 2015; Baldwin & Baldwin, 1976), ludic 
ecology interweaves these threads and more, broadening our understanding of play(fulness) 
through a uniquely13 synergistic approach that positions play(fulness) as a philosophically 
important phenomenon.  Importantly, the central role of arts practice allows for a context- 
and affect-rich experience and understanding, adding unique value.  As Matthew Reason 
observes ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚĂƌƚƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ?ĞǆƚƌŝŶƐŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ )
can often be gained through other means, the intensifying quality of aesthetic production 
energises the process and thus can maximise its effectiveness (2017b: 47). 
  
                                                          
13 Claire Hind (2010) has conducted what she terms practice-led research into play and performance; however, 
,ŝŶĚ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĚŝĚŶŽƚŚĂǀĞĂŶĂĐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŝŶŐĨŽĐƵƐŽŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂslight methodological 
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚǇŝŶƚŚĂƚ,ŝŶĚ ?ƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐǁĞƌĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝŶĂŶǇ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?,ŝŶĚ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞĚĚĞĞƉĂŶĚĚĂƌŬƉůĂǇŝŶĂƐƚƵĚŝŽĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ macabre, sado-
masochistically-iŶĨůĞĐƚĞĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ ?,ŝŶĚ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƉůĂǇƚŚĞŽƌǇƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐĂŝůůŽŝƐ
and her conceptual framework focuses tightly on Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis.  Therefore, though 
certainly valid in its own right, it does not possess the same generalisability as this project, nor does it allow for 
ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǁĞĂǀŝŶŐŽĨŝƚƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝŶƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĚĂŝůǇůŝǀĞƐ ?ĂƐƐƵĐŚ ?,ŝŶĚ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĐĐƵƉŝĞƐĂĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ





My approach to PaR progresses documentation methods.15  Archivability has been built into 
each strand from the outset.16  Most importantly, my methods are intended to allow 
diachronic engagement with the practice whilst preserving the character of the original:  
 
Perplexpedition is constituted by the collaborative production of videos capturing 
the ludic activity of myself and participants.  The editing process renders the footage 
into affective documentation, meaning that it teases out and expresses the affective 
experiences both of myself and participants, giving a sense of the live event and 
gesturally articulating the practical knowings generated.17   
 
Wandercast ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐĂ “ƐƚĂďůĞ ?ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƐƐŝďůĞ ?ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ? ? ?^ƉĂƚǌ ? ? ? ? ? P 235), i.e. my 
podcast, which both is and documents practice and is always-already ready for 
activation-by-participation.   
 
Spinstallation culminates in ludic tasks comprising collaborative video production.  I 
leave these videos unedited to preserve their DIY quality and indicate the ease with 
which the practice may be replicated.  Although Spinstallation ?ƐƵŶĞĚŝƚĞĚǀŝĚĞŽƐĚŽ
not tease out practical knowings to the same extent as Perplexpedition ?Ɛ ?ƚŚĞǇ
                                                          
14 The only elements of practice which are not documented are the early stages of a Spinstallation workshop, 
which mainly involves participants sitting around tables, and partŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?Wandercast performances, which 
necessarily cannot be documented.  I do, however, gather self-report feedback via questionnaires for both of 
these undocumented elements. 
15 I acknowledge also the innovative approaches of practitioner-researchers such as Joanne Scott, the value of 
whose multi-modal approach I recognise (see 2016: 20 W23).  I argue that my approaches go still further in the 
integration of documentation into the practice, and also develop documentary methods on more fronts, due 
to the tripartite nature of my practice. 
16 This follows EĞůƐŽŶ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŽĚŽƐŽĚƵƌŝŶŐĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝth him at Kent on the 20th of 
November, 2014.   
17 The term affective documentation was coined by my supervisor, Nicola Shaughnessy, to describe the 
approach I have developed.  See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/category/perplexpedition/ (or 
PML\Perplexpedition Video) and Chapter 5. 
EĞůƐŽŶĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨ “ŐĞƐƚƵƌĂůƉŽĞƚŝĐŵŽĚĞƐŽĨĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ?ǁŚĞŶĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĨŽƌŽŶĞ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝŶƚŚĞ
written component of PaR (2013: 35).  I have built this into the practice of Perplexpedition, effecting a form of 
ludic analysis within the strand itself.   
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nonetheless constitute both digital 4P practice and research documentation.  
ŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞǀŝĚĞŽƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂůƐŽĂůůŽǁƐĂůůƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚŽďĞ
documented, which would not otherwise be possible, and positions participants as 
research collaborators, thereby contributing a novel method of participant action 
research. 
 
1.3: Methods  
 
1.3.1: Practice ² The Ludic Triangle 
 
I have developed three different modal strands of practice in order to effect a dynamic, 
wide-ranging, multi-perspectival inquiry, hopefully producing understandings broader and 
deeper than those possible with a single-pronged approach.  Producing one practice with 
three strands allows me to make the practice as accessible and attractive to as wide a range 
of people as possible in order to maximise the validity and generalisability of the findings.  
The three strands are crucial to pursuing the how question (Question 1) because this design 
allows comparison between structures.  Without the three, it would not be possible to 
effectively weigh up the pros and cons of any one structure.  Each strand constitutes 
research process and outcome, with documentation and digital aspects of the practice 
hosted online.  All strands are informed by my concept of rooted placelessness, which refers 
to a mode of being in which presence in the moment is prioritised above other associations 
and places are perceived in a new light.18 
Crucially, cross-pollination of discoveries and motifs between the strands has 
occurred throughout, producing one approach in three united manifestations rather than 
three independent practices.  For example, the central role of ambiguity in play(fulness) 
emerged from Perplexpedition before being structured into Wandercast and Spinstallation 
and the presence of David Attenborough can be felt across all three.   
                                                          
18 This emerged from my practical explorations during a brief residency with John Fox and Sue Gill, formerly of 
Welfare State, wherein I wrestled with how to make grounded, vital work that would pursue my aims whilst 
being site-non-specific.  The residency ƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞĂƚĂŶĚĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞĐŽƵƉůĞ ?ƐŚŽŵĞŽŶDŽƌĞĐĂŵďĞBay from 
the 18th to the 21st of May, 2015.  See A1.1 for further discussion. 
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The strands are united on aesthetic and structural fronts.  They share a common 
aesthetic, largely derived from my sense of humour.  I outline the importance of humour in 
a little more detail in the coming sub-sub-section.  In terms of structure, while the activities 
involved in each strand may be simple, in each case they allow participants and myself to 
interact with the physical environment, the social environment of our spontaneous 
grouping, and the conceptual environment of the particular situation in ways that are 
sensory, imaginative, and innovative.   
Perhaps most importantly, producing three strands enabled the formulation and 
pursuance of the fourth question regarding the structure and significance of performative 
ludic interactions between people and their environments, as it allowed comparisons across 
different performance structures to see what patterns connect them.  I was keen to see how 
play(fulness) manifests differently through different modes of performance, as this would 
enable me to trace contrasts and commonalities and therefore find out more about 
play(fulness) than is possible when employing a single mode.  Comparative analysis across 
the three strands  W ǁŚŝĐŚĞĂĐŚĞŵƉůŽǇƐŝŵƉůĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƚŽƌĞǀĞĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ůƵĚŝĐ
potential, and which are knitted together using a common aesthetic  W makes possible an 
investigation into the tension between structure and process.  I argue that structure-
process-tension is characteristic of, and fundamental to, play(fulness) itself; it has emerged 
as a central theme throughout this project, often taking the form of balancing acts to be 
negotiated on different levels.  Furthermore, structure-process-tension lies at the heart of 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽŶ-religious notion of the sacred, which I introduce in 1.4.1 below, and which 
factors into my argument for ludic ecology ?ƐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂůƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ? 
As intimated above, environments are taken here as comprised of inseparable, 
interrelated, interacting elements: physical, social, and conceptual.  All strands seek to 
facilitate physical, social, and conceptual play(fulness) to varying extents in relation to 






These interventions foreground the inherent riskiness of play (Huizinga, 1970: 29) by 
instigating spontaneous, quick-fire, loosely-structured encounters between small groups 








These audio-walks (currently) engage individual participants, inviting recalibration of their 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚďǇƉƌĞƐĞŶĐŝŶŐƚŚĞ “ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŽĨƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ? ?,ŽŵĞ-
Cook, 2015: 8) and, crucially, extending this into ludic action during a more sustained 
performative engagement; in Ep.2, for instance, participants seek out swinging 





                                                          
19 This is a still from an unpublished how-to video (PML\Wandercast Video\Tutorials\Raw Footage\Canters 20-
10-15\Swing King (under)), of which there was going to be a series, demonstrating ways to approach the 
various tactics contained in Wandercast Ep.2: Headphone Adventure Playground.  I aborted this element of the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽƐŵŝŐŚƚŽǀĞƌůǇĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ
during the podcast, thus limiting their agency and creativity. 




These workshops constitute the most durational and overtly pedagogical strand, taking 
medium-sized groups of participants through a series of exercises, tailored to the particular 
setting, aiming to incrementally increase partŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ
towards the undertaking of a final ludic task.  In a setting featuring many modes of 
transport, for example, the final task involved playful travel. 
 
  
Fig.3: Travelling in an unusual way. 
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All three strands have effected performative inquiry into play(fulness) as a philosophical 
phenomenon, though they foreground different aspects.  Perplexpedition and Spinstallation 
highlight the ontological foundations of play(fulness) that I argue are grounded in 
productive ambiguity, whereas Wandercast foregrounds the way in which both 
performance and play(fulness) exemplify reality-constructing processes.  I set out the 
elements of this argument and how it manifests in each of the strands in the Roadmap 
section at the end of this chapter (1.6  W 1.6.7). 
The triangulatory design also aims to render the project accessible and attractive to 
as wide a variety of participants as possible, in order to maximise its validity.  Even before 
practical explorations began, I hypothesised that few people would accept Perplexpedition ?Ɛ
out-of-the-blue play(fulness)-invitation.  In order to maximise participation, I decided to 
devise opportunities for potential participants to opt in to the project and also to participate 
wherever and whenever they choose (thereby also producing a project with significant 
accessibility to future participants, practitioners, and researchers).  This was a major reason 
for choosing the podcast format of Wandercast, which anyone in the world can engage with 
so long as they have internet access, a portable media device, and headphones.20  However, 
whereas convenience and flexibility are gained with the podcast form, there is necessarily a 
loss of direct corporeal contact with the facilitator.  Therefore, I chose also to develop the 
Spinstallation workshop, which offers both clear opt-in and prior information, while 




As I discuss in the Case Studies, the formal characteristics and structural dynamics of each 
strand call for distinct modes of facilitation and invite participation with differing qualities, 
illuminating the inquiry from multiple angles.  Nonetheless, all strands embody the same 
LudicrousPilgrim aesthetic, i.e. my sense of playfulness.  Humour is central to playfulness 
(Barnett, L., 2007: 955; Lieberman, 1977: xi) ?ŝŶĚĞĞĚ ?ŝƚŝƐƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŵŽƐƚƐƚĂďůĞ
                                                          
20 My intention is to harness mobile devices and headphones to open participants out into their environments, 
reversing the inward-focus typically associated with these technologies (cf. Myers, 2011a: 79 W80; Arnold, 
2003: 245 W246).  I discuss this in more detail in Chapter 6. 
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component (Proyer & Jehle, 2013).  Therefore, playfulness, like humour, is necessarily 
individual.  Humour coŵƉƌŝƐĞƐĂĐŽƌĞĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨ ?W ?ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƌƉŝůůĂƌ ?ŵǇůƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐďƌĂŶĚŽĨ
humour21 also plays a key role in realising play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon.  I 
contend that life is simultaneously magnificent and ludicrous, meaningful and arbitrary  W in 
this project, these two poles snap together through what I call irreverent reverence.22   
The ludic behaviour that this project has facilitated23 supports my argument that 
ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŝƐ “boundlessly [specific] ?ĂĐƌŽƐƐŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƚŽďŽƌƌŽǁ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐƉŚƌĂƐĞ ? ? ? ? ?b: 
4  W emphasis original); though singular, playfulnesses necessarily overlap.  If this were not 
the case, playful interactions between individuals would not be possible, nor would sharing 
a joke.24  I suggest that by developing three operationally-distinct modes of 4P, I have 
ŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞĚƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĨŽƌŽǀĞƌůĂƉŽĨŵǇůƵĚŝĐĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐǁŝƚŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
playfulness within the limitations inherent in a solo project.  Nonetheless, just as not 
everyone will find the same joke funny, not everyone will mesh with my notion of the ludic; 
therefore, this project cannot claim universal appeal or validity.  Indeed, Wandercast has 





This project employs and manifests a Freirean (1972) pedagogy of mutuality.  Participants 
hopefully gain insight into their own play(ful) potential and that of their environments, i.e. 
ƚŚĞŝƌůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐĂŶĚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚĞŵy 
practice; each party both teaches and learns.  Mutuality also manifests in that all parties 
perform.  The project aims to propagate ludic ecology by creating performer-participants, or 
perficipants.  Perficipants play a double role here as participants both in the performances 
                                                          
21 I would describe my sense of humour as a cross between Vic & Bob, Josie Long, and The Mighty Boosh.   
22 See A1.2 for further discussion/explanation of irreverent reverence. 
23 For example: making a stunt out of getting close to a tree in Perplexpedition (see 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-legendary-trio/ or PML\Perplexpedition Video\#10 The Legendary Trio), 
ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚŝŶŐƚŽŐƌĂďĂŵŽŶŬĞǇ ?ƐƉŝŶŬƐŽĐŬŝŶWandercast (Ep.3), and giving a tour of the Car Zoo in 
Spinstallation (see http://bit.ly/2vGcUux or PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\FiFi & Phaida\Car Zoo).  
24 See A2.1 for further discussion of playfulness-overlap and humour. 
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and the research, with myself in the role of performer-facilitator, or perfilitator.25  More 
properly, perficipants can be considered co-investigators.26   
Perfilitation here comprises the devising and refining of ludic-ecological 4P 
structures and implementing them so as to give participants the licence and confidence to 
become performers and engage in play(fulness).  I have found that the latter is achieved 
most effectively by engendering as equitable a relationship as possible between myself and 
perficipants.  Crucially, the above also means that, although I am its main author, this PaR 
ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ?ĂƐŶĞŝƚŚĞƌĐĂŶĞǆŝƐƚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞ
other. 
 
1.3.2: Writing - Towards a Ludic Academic Aesthetic 
 
I follow May in understanding academic writing as a practice of key importance in PaR 
(2015: 60 W ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐŐŽĞƐďĞǇŽŶĚ “ƚŚŝĐŬĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ) ?/ƚĂŝŵƐĨŽƌ
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂŶĚĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ?ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐĂ “ŵĞƚĂůŽŐƵĞ ?ŽŶƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶess) (Bateson, 
[1972] 2000: 1).  One of my greatest challenges has been negotiating formal, textual 
play(fulness) whilst fulfilling academic expectations.  The marked use of footnotes27 and 
appendices represents one such strategy (also providing signposts and supplementary 
information), another being the generation of neologisms.  This play is not necessarily 
intended as  ‘fun ?ŝŶƚŚĞƚǇƉŝĐĂůƐĞŶƐĞ.  For game designer and philosopher Ian Bogost, fun 
requires diligent work on a system of materials  “in the hopes that it might blush before you 
and release its ƐĞĐƌĞƚƐ ? (2016: 90).  I have drawn together a variegated system of academic 
materials representing the implication and significance of play(fulness) in many fields from 
ethology to psychology to philosophy. 
 In developing my lines of thinking and constructing my arguments, I have made 
ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞƵƐĞŽĨ “ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŽƌǇƉůĂǇ ?, which, for Albert Einstein (1954: 25 W26), is 
                                                          
25 Unless otherwise indicated, references to myself as perfilitator or to my perfilitation address the issue of my 
role in the work. 
26 I discuss this specifically in 7.4.1. 
27 In this I draw inspiration from David Woods (2005), of Ridiculusmus Theatre Company, who made similarly 
extensive use of footnotes in his PhD thesis.  Footnotes are also recognised as having played an important role 
in the development of scholarship in history (Grafton, 1999).  I characterise my expansive footnotes and 
ĂƉƉĞŶĚŝĐĞƐĂƐďĞŝŶŐĂďŝƚůŝŬĞĂŶ ‘ĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƉĂĐŬ ?ŽŶĂǀŝĚĞŽŐĂŵĞ ? 
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quintessentially characteristic of productive thought.28  Thus, in a sense, this document is a 
theoretical kaleidoscope, bringing the organic processes of art-creation into academic 
writing.  For me, play, like life, exists in tension between order and chaos, structure and 
freedom, determinism and probability (cf. Bateson & Bateson, 1987); I aim for my project to 
embody this tension.  ƌƵĐŝĂůůǇ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƚĞǆƚƵĂůĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĨŽƌŵĂ
cohesive, holistic, internally-ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ “ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝǀĞƐƉĂĐĞ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǁŚĞƌĞŝŶ
findings manifested in numerous epistemic modalities freely circulate and impact one 
another. 
There is no hard-and-fast distinction made here between ludic and non-ludic writing; 
to separate the two would effectively create a dichotomy discordant with the overall tenor 
of this project.  Instead, two voices intermingle.  Occasionally an overtly playful tone is 
perceptible; at other times it may be covertly at work in alliterative word choice or slightly 
ludicrous phrasing.  LudicrousPilgrim is immanent within this text, the glint of his eye 
occasionally flashing from the page as when a comedian signals a joke with the subtlest of 
looks (Double, 2014: 329).  This performative writing can be seen as an example of Linda 
,ƵƚĐŚĞŽŶ ?Ɛ “ĚŽƵďůǇĐŽĚĞĚ ?ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĂƌŽĚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ “ďŽƚŚůĞŐŝƚŝŵŝǌĞƐĂŶĚƐƵďǀĞƌƚƐ ?ŝƚƐ
subject (1989: 101).  The subject here is the project itself, which aims to be both rigorously 




their major concepts on which I have drawn.  
                                                          
28 Combinatorial thinking is also argued to comprise a robust link between play(fulness) and creativity (Runco, 
2016: 99) and play(fulness) and learning (Lieberman, 1977: 128 W138). 
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1.4: Ecology  
 
1.4.1: Bateson ² Ecology of Mind 
 
dŚĞĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƚŝƚůĞƐƉƌŝŶŐƐĨƌŽŵĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨŵĞŶƚĂůĞĐŽůogy; the 
approach to ecology taken here can be considered largely Batesonian.  Bateson 
distinguishes  “eĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ?(2000: xxiii) from the  “economics of energy and materials ?
that commonly comprises ecological study (ibid: 466).29  Ecology of mind constitutes the 
study of form, pattern, relationship, interaction, information, ideas, and all immaterial 
aspects of living systems that are nonetheless imperative for their understanding (ibid: 250 W
251).  Though I make use of additional perspectives, of especial importance here is that 
Bateson deems mental ecology the only means of understanding play (ibid: xxiii).  He also 
ƐĂǁƉůĂǇĂƐĂƉŽƚĞŶƚƚŽŽů ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŝŶƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨŚŝƐ “ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ?
approach (ibid: 8), which pursues a holistic understanding of the natural world, synthesising 
ŚŝƐǁŽƌŬŝŶ “anthropology, psychology, evolutionary biology, and communication theory ?
(Cashman, 2008: 45).  Connection, for Bateson, is not the machine-like process denoted by 
ĞƌĂƌĚŝ ?ƐƵƐĂŐĞƚŚĂƚ/ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚŝŶ ? ? ?ĂďŽǀĞ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ-which-connects evokes a 
mutability and aesthetic quality that makes it more akin to the meaning that Berardi 
ĂƚƚĂĐŚĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ? ĞƌĂƌĚŝ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W14) aligns his 
theory of conjunction with BaƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶǁĂƐĚĞĞƉůǇĂŶƚŝ-
ĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶƚƌŝĐ ?ƐĞĞŝŶŐŝŶŶĂƚƵƌĞ “the roots of human symmetry, beauty and ugliness, 
aesthetics, the human beinŐ ?s very aliveness and little bit of wisdom ? ?1979: 5); he aimed to 
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂůůǇƌĞǀĞĂůƚŚĞ “ƐĂĐƌĞĚƵŶŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚďŝŶĚƐƚŚĞƌƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?ibid: 19).30  In 
further exploring links between ecology, play, and also performance, I hope to shed a little 
light on these philosophical concerns. 
 
                                                          
29 Unless indicated otherwise, either explicitly or by context, use of the terms mental ecology or Batesonian 
ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŚĞƌĞĂĨƚĞƌƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxxiii ) ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŬĞǇƚĞǆƚƐĂƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?^ĞĞĂůƐŽ,ŽĨĨŵĞǇĞƌ ?ĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŽƌĂĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞĂƐĂ
precursor to biosemiotics. 
30 /ƚŝƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽƉŽŝŶƚŽƵƚƚŚĂƚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĂĐƌĞĚĚĞŶŝĞƐƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞƐƵƉĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĂůŽƌ
transcendent (1987: 50 W64). 
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1.4.2: Kershaw ² Ecological Performance 
 
I take an approach to performance studies informed by Kershaw, arguing that individuals 
ĐĂŶďĞ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ?ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?&Žƌ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƚŚŝƐƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶ
exemplifies, and can help humanity to recognise, the way in which our species is performed 
ďǇĂƌƚŚ ?Ɛ ecologies, puncturing the belief that we possess unilateral agency with which to 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƚŚĞŵ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶĂůƐŽŵĞƐŚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĂƌƚƐ-
participation brings heightened attention, and thus increased presence, through a 
decentrŝŶŐŽĨŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ?Žƌ “ƵŶƐĞůĨŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ?ZĞĂƐŽŶĂƌŐƵĞƐ ?ŽďƚĂŝŶƐĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ
the intensification I cited in 1.2.3 above.   
Kershaw further argues that, due to global forms of change within politics, 
economics, media, and technology, the twentieth-century saw humanity develop into 
 “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞ “ĐƌƵĐŝĂůůǇĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵ ĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ?ƐƵĐŚƚŚĂƚ
performance pervades every instance of human action and experience (2007: 11 W12).  
Tethering this second point to the current ecological crisis, Kershaw characterises the 
processes by which performative societies arose and are perpetuated as manifesting 
 “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂĚĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŶĚĞŵŝĐǀŝĐŝŽƵƐĐŝƌĐůĞƐĂƌĞƚŚƵƐĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚƚŚĂƚďŽƚŚƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞ
their performative underpinnings and compound their effects, for instance climate change 
(ibid: 12 W15).   
One might wonder, then, what difference artistic performance can make to a species 
defined and trapped by this phenomenon.  Is it not like attempting to change the ocean by 
pouring water into it?  Not so, says Kershaw (2015).  His claim is not that identifiable artistic 
performances (that is, those which are more-or-less objectively framed as performance by 
virtue of association with particular traditions) effect instantaneous recalibration between 
individuals, communities, or societies and the environments they inhabit.  Rather, such 
performances afford recognition of relations between humans and their environments 
(which, from an ecological perspective, are not strictly separable), forming the precursor 
necessary for potential recalibration (ibid: 119).   
As with cognitive-behavioural therapy, thinking about how one acts can beget 
change in how one acts, begetting change in how one thinks.  Similarly, engaging in, and 
being performed by, carefully structured performance activity can promote the recalibration 
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ŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ?/ĨŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇŝƐƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂĚĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ ?
perhaps performative-behavioural therapy is called for.  This is where LudicrousPilgrim 
comes in.31  ǇĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐƉĞƌŝƉĂƚĞƚŝĐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐǁŚŝĐŚĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚĂŶĚĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚƉůĂǇ ?Ɛ
inherent implication in performance, I intend to reveal the abundance of ludic affordances 
(which I introduce below) within quotidian situations and to invite their enaction.  If play is 
 “ĂůǁĂǇƐĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ?^ƵƚƚŽŶ-Smith, 1979a: 298), then such affordances are the ludic 
ĂŶĂůŽŐƵĞŽĨ “ŵŝŶŝŵĂůŝƐƚ ?ƵŶŝƚƐ ?ŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐŵŽĚĞů
recalibration-ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?s ludic focus, I argue, affords recalibration 
that promotes irreverent reverence.  Kershaw, too, posits the value of taking critical matters 
of ecology lightly (2012: 5); extending this, I argue that the ludicrous itself possesses 
particular potency in revealing existential paradoxes.  In being ludically, and ludicrously, 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇŽƵƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ǁĞŵŝŐŚƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉ “ƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ? (Kershaw, 2015: 
131) for it, whilst simultaneously marvelling and laughing at, and thus better understanding, 
this magnificent, paradoxical world. 
 




from his first writing on motion perception in 1938 until his death (Jones, 2003: 108 W113), 
leaving a concept that has been much debated.  Gibson first coined the term in The Senses 
Considered as Perceptual Systems  ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ůĂƚƚĞƌůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĂƐ “ǁŚĂƚ ?the 
environment] offers the animal, what it provides or furnishes ?ĞŝƚŚĞƌĨŽƌŐŽŽĚŽƌŝůů ? ?ƚŚƵƐ
ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĂƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ?ďƵƚ “ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚrelative to the animal ? 
([1979] 1986: 127  W emphasis original, see also [1977] 2017: 67).  Rather than 
environmental properties, I follow later work by Chemero (2003) and Stoffregen (2003) in 
taking affordances to be relations ďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
                                                          
31 I am being a little playful here; just to be clear, I am not suggesting that the practice of this project 
constitutes therapy, only that it may be viewed as therapeutic within the specific context that Kershaw (2007) 
outlines.  Nonetheless, Wandercast perficipants commonly reported experiences of a therapeutic nature (I 
discuss this in 6.4.2). 
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features.32  For example, books afford reading only to individuals literate in the particular 
language when in sufficiently well-lit situations.  I thus deem affordances properties of 
organism-environment systems. 
 




                                                          
32 Gibson (1966, [1977] 2017, [1979] 1986) are his key texts on affordances.  Later notable contributions to 
affordance theory include Heft (1989), Turvey (1992), Greeno (1994), and Reed (1996).  The most famous 
ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůƐƚƵĚǇŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐŝƐtĂƌƌĞŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇŽĨƐƚĂŝƌĐůŝŵďŝŶŐ ?ůůƚŚĞƐĞůĂƚĞƌǁŽƌŬƐƚĂŬĞ
affordances to be (animal-relative) properties of the environment.  As noted, I find Chemero (2003) and 
Stoffregen (2003) more convincing.  Chemero (2003) defines affordances as relations between animal and 
environment, whereas Stoffregen (2003) takes affordances to be properties of animal-environment systems.  
Though their approaches and foci are slightly different, both authors acknowledge the equivalence of their 
definitions.  Therefore, I use them interchangeably according to context. 
Fig.4: Man vaults bollard. 
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My concern here is for ludic affordances, a (primarily) physical example of which is that a 
bollard affords vaulting,33 although this project values the perception and enaction of 
socially-34 and conceptually-inflected35 affordances equally highly.  I contend that there are 
ĂůŵŽƐƚĂůǁĂǇƐĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚŵĂƚĐŚƚŚĞŝƌ ?ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƵŶǁitting) ludic 
ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĂŝŵƚŽďƌŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ
attention. 
Any impact directly attributable to the performances themselves is likely to be 
modest and time-limited.  This project can only demonstrate the plausibility, not the 
actuality, of its long-term effectiveness.  Nonetheless, according to the reputable concept of 
neuroplasticity,36 ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĞůĨ-validating ideas (1979: 205), 
sustained enaction of ludic affordances will likely lead to the development of a ludic 
disposition37 as well as increased ludic ability.  It is hoped that, by revealing the abundance 
of ludic affordances, some perficipants might perceive and enact them more regularly in the 
future; their doing so would signal the beginnings, or progression, of a ludic ecology.   
A threshold-moment came when perficipants (and LudicrousPilgrim) first vaulted a 
bollard; Perplexpedition provided structure for this performance of ludicrousness (see 
Chapter 5).  In revealing and enacting this common ludic affordance, the event recalibrated 
                                                          
33 Fig.4 is a still from http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/penryn-playfulness/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S-ZERO 
Penryn Playfulness).  For more bollard-vaulting, see also http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/bollard-buddies-1/ 
(PML\Perplexpedition Video\#1 Bollard Buddies 1) and http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/bollard-buddies-2/ 
(PML\Perplexpedition Video\#2 Bollard Buddies 2).  
34 E.g. http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-big-show/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#5.5 The Big Show) and 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/finding-fufu/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#6 Finding FuFu).  
35 E.g. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1W8WiavKfE0 (PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\Rizzie & 
Kacke\The Valley of the Cigarettes) and https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4WVwLEfHC7Q 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\FiFi & Phaida\ĂƌŽŽ ) ?/ƐĂǇ ‘ŝŶĨůĞĐƚĞĚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ĂƚůĞĂƐƚǁŚĞƌĞ
humans are concerned, I doubt the existence of any affordance that strictly pertains only to one aspect (e.g. 
the physical) of an environment, hence why I asserted earlier that the various aspects of environments are 
inseparable. 
36 The origin of the principle that patterns of behaviour are associated with physical changes within the brain is 
widely credited to William James in The Principles of Psychology (1890) and the coining of the term 
neuroplasticity to Jerzy Konorski in Conditioned reflexes and neuron organization (1948).  More recently, 
advances in technology have facilitated the gathering of empirical data from studies of humans which show 
that: physical training induces structural changes in grey matter (Draganski et. al., 2004), practising 
mindfulness leads to regional increases in grey matter density (Hölzel et. al., 2011), physical training induces 
architectural changes in white matter (Scholz et. al., 2009), and mindfulness training is associated with 
localised increases in cortical thickness (Lazar et. al., 2005).  So the repetition of both physical and mental 
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ďǇǁŚŝĐŚ/ŵĞĂŶƚŚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ŐĞŶĞƌĂůĨŽĐƵƐ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŝŵƉůǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂny activity can be purely 
 ‘ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ?Žƌ ‘ŵĞŶƚĂů ? )ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƐŚŽǁŶƚŽƌĞůĂƚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚŽƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞďƌĂŝŶ ? 
37 I use the term disposition in its regular sense, meaning to be inclined towards something, not in its technical 
sense of an effectivity that always actualises given appropriate conditions (Turvey, 1992: 178). 
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ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐďǇŝŶƚĞƌƌƵƉƚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚĂŝůǇƌŽƵƚŝŶĞƐ ?ĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŶŐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůŶŽƌŵƐ ?ĂŶĚ
ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐǁŚĂƚŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŽďĞ ‘ŐƌŽǁŶ-ƵƉ ? ?ŽůůĂƌĚ-vaulting became symbolic of the 
project overall, ĐĂƚĂůǇƐŝŶŐŵǇŝŶƋƵŝƌǇŝŶƚŽƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂů ?ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂů ?ĂŶĚ
pedagogical significance, as well as its relation to wellbeing. 
 
tŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬĞǇĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŶ ĞƉƚƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ?/ŶŽǁƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƚŚĞ
epistemology that runs through them so as to sketch out the context and framework within 
which the claims and arguments of this thesis should be judged.  As this project questions 
the veracity of the objective-ƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĚŝĐŚŽƚŽŵǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĂĚĞƌ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĞǆƉĞƌŝ ŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ
practice formƐĂŶŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?^ŝŶĐĞƚŚŝƐƚŚĞƐŝƐ
posits both the  “ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƌĞĂůŝƚǇ Q ?ĂŶĚ ? QĐĂƵƐĂůĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇŽĨƉƵƌĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?,ŽĨĨŵĞǇĞƌ ?
2008: 4), it can only be fully apprehended by treating it as a whole and by remaining open 
and sensitive to the knowledge that exists in, and arisies from, the relations between its 
many elements.  The knowledge associated with this project will always exceed that which 
can be articulated through this writing; furthermore, the arguments of this thesis are not 
solely linguistic, they find expression through the effectivities and affectivities of the 
practice and the project as a whole. 
 
1.5: Epistemology  
 
I hold that the know-ŚŽǁŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝƐŝƌƌĞĚƵĐŝďůĞƚŽƚŚĞŬŶow-that 
associated with the writing (again, following May, 2015).  However, I can render a 
ƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬŶŽǁ-ŚŽǁŝŶƚĞůůŝŐŝďůĞ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨǁŚĂƚEĞůƐŽŶƚĞƌŵƐ “know-
what ? (2013: 37), through critical reflection, analysis, and explication; this takes place 
ŵĂŝŶůǇŝŶWĂƌƚ// ?/ƚĂŬĞtŚĂůůĞǇ ?DŝůůĞƌ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ǁŚĞƌĞďǇĂůůŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚĂƌŝƐĞƐ
ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? W and, I would add, the 
individual constructing that knowledge); I consider my thesis to manifest in relations 
between all elements, both live and archivable (2010: 222).   
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Also, anyone can interact with my know-how as perfilitator, and thereby generate 
related know-how of their own as a perficipant, by accessing the Wandercast podcasts.  The 
Perplexpedition video practice hosted online also makes this know-how accessible, although 
not so fulsomely as Wandercast because it does not require the same corporeal 
engagement.  By accessing this writing online, interested parties are able to engage another 
thesis element and thus the knowledge-producing relations it bears to other accessible 
elements.   
My central claim regarding the capacity of the practice to propagate ludic ecology 
could be tested scientifically, though I do not attempt this here.  The subjective notion of 
playfulness employed precludes a completely objective approach, however.  My claims 
regarding play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon are non-falsifiable in the Popperian38 
sense because they are aesthetical and/or metaphysical in character.  The qualitative 
evidence presented supports the plausibility of ůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐƉƌŽƉĂŐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ?W ?
which is further supported by the web of empirical sources and theoretical argumentation 
within this writing; I aim to strike a balance between tacit, aesthetic, affective knowing and 
articulable evidence, as Reason suggests (2017a: 32 W36).39  I hope to elucidate (cf. May, 
2015: 18 W21) how performance practice might facilitate moves towards a ludic ecology and 
                                                          
38 In The Logic of Scientific Discovery, Karl Popper ([1959] 2002) sets out a logical framework for empirical 
ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?,ŝƐĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨĨĂůƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐĐŽŵƉĂƌŝŶŐĂƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ƐƉƌedictions against appropriate 
experimental results.  If its predictions are verified, the theory is only supported, not proven.  If they are 
consistently contradicted, the theory is falsified (ibid: 9 W10).  Falsification establishes a deductive scientific 
framework and asserts that scientific theories must be open to falsification in order to count as such.  
Importantly, Popper is careful not to cast non-empirical study, which he terms metaphysical, in pejorative 
terms.  If a negative correlation between my practice and ludic ecology, or crucial aspects of it, were found, 
this would likely falsify my main claim; a lack of positive correlation would show it to be unsupported.  
Critically, this would not entail negative impact on the value of my practice as art and neither would it rob the 
practice of research value, since it could still elucidate issues around performance, play(fulness), and 
environment (there are also the non-falsifiable aspects to this research, which would be largely unaffected). 
39 Reason is asserting the value of participatory arts practice and its research within a prevalent hierarchy of 
evidence that valorises the quantifiable at the expense of the experiential, consequently distorting worldviews 
ďǇ “ ?ƚǁŝƐƚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƐ QƚŽĨŝƚƚŚĞ ?ƋƵĂŶƚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ ?ƚŽŽůƐǁĞŚĂǀ ƚŽŚĂŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŵĞĂŶƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŝƐ
limited to that which can be measured (ibid).  In arts practice by contrast, Reason argues, evidence is often 
 “ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ) ?&Žr Reason, it is this contingent 
knowledge/evidence that comprises art-ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ?ŚĞĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚŝƚƐǀĂůƵĞĚĞŵĂŶĚƐ
recognition in combination with articulable evidence, whose worth he also recognises.  May, following 
Wittgenstein, makes a similar point when he argues that propositional knowledge rests on an inarticulable 
bedrock of the tacit, suggesting that PaR is in a position to interrogate this bedrock (2015: 53 W56).  In 
challenging habitual patterns of environmental interaction, I hope to contribute to this interrogation. 
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what the practical and philosophical implications of a ludic ecology might be, with the 




ŵĂũŽƌƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƌŝŐŽƵƌŝƐ  “ƐǇŶĐƌĞƚŝƐŵ ?ŶŽƚ QĚĞƉƚŚŵŝŶŝŶŐ ? ?Nelson, 2013: 34), 
syncretism being the union of a number of diverse systems, practices, or ways of thinking.  
Yet, I contend that depth of a different sort is afforded  W a depth-of-field  W by revealing 
Batesonian patterns-which-connect seemingly disparate phenomena or fields of knowledge, 
thus affording deeper understanding of larger wholes.  This may hold for other syncretic PaR 
projects also, though I do not assert that syncretism represents the only formula or 
structure for rigorous PaR.  I see value in Benjamin Spaƚǌ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?which prioritises 
disciplinary mastery of technique (2015: 230); however, since my practice is itself 
interdisciplinary (hence 4W ) ?^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝƐŶŽƚĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŚĞƌĞ.  Like Popper (2002: 
xix Wxx) and May (2015: 7), I am a methodological pluralist ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?/ĨŝŶĚƵŶŚĞůƉĨƵů^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ
ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĞƐƚƌŽŶŐĨŽƌŵŽĨWĂZ ?ǁŝƚŚEĞůƐŽŶ ?ƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ďĞŝŶŐǁĞĂŬ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? W
234).40  
 Spatz also argues that, since they cannot be accessed, cited, and critiqued 
diachronically, the designation of live events as research outcomes lacks rigour (2015: 232).  
I disagree; live events afford direct engagement with practical knowledges, which would not 
otherwise be possible, so have their place in rigorously structured PaR.  However, I 
recognise that live events necessarily have small research audiences compared with 
outcomes that can be accessed anywhere, anytime.  For this reason, I have made every 
effort to render this research significantly accessible across time. 
 
  
                                                          
40 /ƐĂǇƚŚŝƐŶŽƚǁŝƚŚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůƚƌŝĂĚĂƉƉĞĂƌƚŽĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞ “ŶĞǁŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵ
ŽĨŶĞǁƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞ ? ?ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐƐƚƌŽŶŐĨŽƌŵŽĨWĂZ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
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1.6: Thesis Roadmap (Overview of Structure) 
 
This writing is structured using three sections: Part I  W Contextualisation (Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4), 
Part II  W Case Studies (Chapters 5, 6, 7), and Part III  W Consolidation (Chapter 8).  Taken 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĐŽmbination with one another, the three 
sections develop my notion of ludic ecology, articulate how my practice allows for its active 
propagation, and consider its potential significance.  In this introductory chapter, I have 
ďĞŐƵŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƐation, setting out the genesis of the project, its main 
contributions, its methods, key authors in its conceptual framework, and its epistemology.  I 
ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌďǇŐŝǀŝŶŐĂŶŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁŽĨƚŚĞǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨƚŚĞ
remaining chapters, sketching their arguments and noting the major sources that I will draw 
upon.  This overview acts as a roadmap for the writing; its purpose is to orient the reader 
ĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞŽŶĞ ?ƐŶĂǀŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?dŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇŽĨĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĐŽŶĐepts, and 
their interrelatedness with others, mean that I will introduce them at the appropriate 
moment as I go along, so as not to overcomplicate matters.  As noted in the Preface, at 
times I address this complexity by providing expansive and supplementary detail in 
footnotes and appendices. 
 
1.6.1: The Macro-Structure of Parts I & II 
 
Part I contextualises and theoretically grounds the practice in a number of ways.  Chapter 2 
(Play & Creativity) establishes my position on the nature of play and playfulness. Chapter 3 
(Social & Personal Context  W Ludic Pedagogy) justifies the project in terms of its opposition 
to the contemporary inhibition and institutionalisation of the notion of the ludic that I 
develop in Chapter 2 and places in an explicitly pedagogical context certain principles that 
my project embodies.  Chapter 4 (Conceptual Framework  W Ludic Ecology) develops both my 
conception of ludic ecology, expanding upon my work in Chapter 2, and my arguments for 
ludic ecoůŽŐǇ ?ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐŝƚƐĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ?ǁŚĞŶĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚŝŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŵǇ
practice, to exemplify perceptual processes.   
As throughout the project, the relationships between writing and practice are 
ecological; Chapters 2 W4 have both modified, and been modified by, the practice.  In other 
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ǁŽƌĚƐ ?ƚŚĞůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚŚĞƌĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶƐŚĂƉĞĚďǇƚŚĞ “ĚŽŝŶŐ-ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?
(Nelson, 2013: 19) of the practice and vice versa.  As I mentioned in 1.2.2 above, the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ-based methodology is most in evidence in Part I, leading to theoretical 
contributions that could potentially benefit disciplines other than participatory or ecological 
performance; for instance, play studies (Chapters 2 & 4), education (Chapter 3), and 
ecological philosophy (Chapter 4). 
Part II comprises the case studies, which describe important elements of know-how 
(articulated as know-what) associated with each practical strand.  Chapter 5 
(Perplexpedition) explains the tactics I developed for turning participants into performers 
and how to use video editing to create digital practice that disseminates the work while 
remaining true to the ludic character of the live event.  Chapter 6 (Wandercast) outlines 
how I produced podcasts that create the sensation of myself, the perfilitator, being present 
in the moment with perficipants and thus create the feeling of interactivity despite my 
physical absence.  Chapter 7 (Spinstallation) elucidates how to negotiate the necessary 
compromise when conducting this practice officially within institutional contexts and also 
ŚŽǁƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐŝǀĞůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ůƵĚŝĐĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ ? 
Additionally, Part II further animates and practically grounds the theory introduced 
in Part I, also expanding it in some areas.  Chapter 5 ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐƚŚŝƐƐƚƌĂŶĚ ?Ɛ
third iteration, The Family Vault, in which I first experienced the practice taking on a life of 
ŝƚƐŽǁŶ ?ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚ/ǁŽƵůĚůĂƚĞƌĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞƵƐŝŶŐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ? phenomenon 
(2015: 115).  Chapter 6 employs phenomenology to address performative ludic-
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? capacity to exemplify perceptual processes.  Chapter 7 
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐƚŚĞŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌŝƐĞǁŚĞŶƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞůǇĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
engagement in ludic ecology within formal pedagogical contexts. 
Since Part II articulates the know-what arising from my practice and demonstrates 
how the practice itself addresses all four research questions, it is thus where the both/and 
balance tips in favour of PaR.  My practice constitutes an answer (crucially, not the answer) 
to the question of how performance can propagate ludic ecology.  Perficipant performances 
and feedback across all three strands indicate (modest) recalibration of their ecologies.  
Whereas Part I chiefly establishes what benefits might be gained, e.g. the flexibility 
necessary for creativity and the tolerance of ambiguity, Part II articulates how these 
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manifest.  Lastly, my insider perspective and participant performances and feedback 
together constitute a practical investigation into the structure and significance of 
performative ludic-environmental interactions. 
 
The fact that Part II introduces further theory, after Part I has both drawn on a wide range of 
theory from many disciplines and generated theory of its own, may lead some readers to 
question whether there is a surfeit of theory in this project.  Although I accept that this 
practice research project may contain more theory and less  “ŬŶŽǁ-ǁŚĂƚ ? (Nelson, 2013: 37) 
than others, I maintain that this is proportional in the circumstances.  Firstly, it is generally 
accepted that there is no single way in which to conduct practice research, hence the sheer 
range of terminology (practice-as, practice-based, practice-led, artistic research, etc.) that 
has prompted many researchers to adopt the term practice research (Mackey, 2016: 479).  
So long as arts practice forms an intrinsic and irreplaceable part of the enquiry, as it does 
here, then the constitution of each project depends upon the particular researcher and the 
context of their enquiry.  It is in order to explain the constitution of my project that I have 
developed the notion of both/and.  Secondly, it is also generally accepted that, as Melissa 
dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵƉƵƚƐŝƚ ?ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƐŚŽƵůĚĂůůŽǁĨŽƌ “ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚĐŚĂŶŐe within a specified 
ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?Ǉ ‘ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞĚƐƚƌƵ ƚƵƌĞ ? ?dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŵĞĂŶƚŽ
specify the amount of theory permissible.  Moreover, as I noted at the outset when 
discussing my research questions, the parameters of this project have changed as I have 
responded to its evolving dynamics; I have followed my nose in this respect.  Thirdly, I would 
like to make the following analogy (notwithstanding my assertion that this project must be 
considered as a whole in order to be fully appreciated):  
One does not need to know about the complexities of the physical forces and 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶĂďŝŬĞ ?ƐŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƌŝĚĞŝƚ ?ďƵƚthis knowledge might 
help one to understand why the process feels, and why the bike responds, as it does.  
My practice is like riding a bike, whilst my conceptual framework helps to unlock how 




1.6.2: Chapter 2 ² Play & Creativity 
 
Chapter 2 takes the form of a literature review.41  I chart the development and 
diversification of play theory, tracing a path from biology (Groos, 1898, 1901), through 
history of culture (Huizinga, [1938] 1970), sociology (Caillois, [1958] 1961), and psychology 
(Piaget, [1951] 1962) to the coalescence of an identifiable, though multidisciplinary, field 
(Sutton-Smith, 1979a, 1979b, 1997) and almost full-circle back to ethology (Burghardt, 2005, 
2010a, 2010b, 2014), which is where I see some of the most important contemporary work 
as taking place.  For reasons of space, and since play(fulness) is my primary object of 
investigation here, my review of creativity literature is less expansive and focused on the 
ƐŝŶŐůĞĨŝĞůĚŽĨƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ?KĨƉƌŝŵĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞĂƌĞ^ƚĞŝŶ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ
requires the  “ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽƚŽůĞƌĂƚĞĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ
ŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŵĂǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚZƵŶĐŽ ?ƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ-ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞǁŽƌůĚ 
(1996: 4).  This groundwork allows me to outline my argument for robust, indirect links 
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂŶĚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?dŚŝƐĨŽƌŵƐŽŶĞŽĨŵǇŬĞǇĐůĂŝŵƐĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?Ɛ
potential benefits (Question 3: benefits).   
Crucially, Chapter 2 is also where I formally distinguish between play and playfulness, 
prompted by practical findings (Question 4: structure and significance).  I argue that play 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƚŚĞĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?ŵŽĚĞŽĨĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ
ĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞĂŶŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝƐ ? mode and that playfulness both adds further complexity to 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĂůǁĂǇƐ-already carries positive affect.  I argue that 
playfulness, which my project ultimately aims to facilitate, associates with greater creative 
potential by virtue of necessitating greater cognitive complexity.  Although play(fulness) 
takes no account per se of whether the ideas and behaviours that it generates are useful or 
not (a necessary condition for creativity  W Runco & Jaeger, 2012: 95), I argue that 
play(fulness) is linked to creative potential because it is an engine of novelty.  For this 
reason (ludic being a synonym for playfulness), I argue that performative ludic-
                                                          
41 I appreciate that it may be unorthodox for a PaR project to prioritise a literature review, rather than a 
practice review as Nelson (2013) suggests.  The both-PaR-and-practice-based-research approach influenced 
this decision (as well as the literature review influencing the realisation of my both/and approach); I also think 
it is important to set out what I mean by play(fulness).  Furthermore, we have the best of both worlds here 
since I also include a brief practice review for each strand at A5.3, 6.2 & A7.6. 
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environmental interactions can employ novelty and positive affect to positively recalibrate 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ? 
 
1.6.3: Chapter 3 ² Social & Personal Context ² Ludic Pedagogy 
 
Chapter 3 sets out two key contexts of the project.  In describing the social context, I argue 
that the current education system inhibits play(fulness), as conceptualised during Chapter 2, 
and that the prevalence of institutionalised play(fulness) promotes forms of the 
phenomenon with limited creative potential.  This social contextualisation demonstrates the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƚŝŵĞůŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚŶĞĐessity, as the twin pressures of ludic inhibition and 
institutionalisation both come at a time when escalating uncertainty and increasing job-
automation renders play(fulness) and creative potential increasingly valuable (Question 3: 
benefits).  I use the English education system as a social barometer because it is where the 
structural socio-political trends that contribute to ludic inhibition (quantification, 
marketisation, and the accountability agenda) can be most visibly perceived and also 
because education is the process most clearly involved in inducting younger generations 
into society.  I draw particularly on Paulo Freire (1972), Ronald Barnett (2009, 2012), and 
David K. Cohen (2011) with regard to pedagogical theory and Matt Omasta & Drew Chappell 
(2015a, 2015b) for theory on the institutionalisation of play(fulness); although, my 
arguments in the first half of the chapter are supported by evidence from a range of 
sources.   
The personal context inidcates how the project has been shaped by my personal 
history, focusing on my experience of working in education and my conservatoire acting 
training.  These two areas of my life provide three important evidence sources in the form 
of interviews with three women I know well: my mum, Lesley Wilson, who recently retired 
from a career in primary education and at whose school I worked for a number of years; my 
friend, Alix Robertson, who worked as an English teacher before becoming an educational 
journalist; and the course convenor, and main tutor, of my acting training, Andrea Brooks.  
Both contexts intertwine further in the second half of the chapter as I set out the principles 
embodied by my practice which reveal and demonstrate that this project constitutes a 




context, these principles form my model for progressive education: ludic pedagogy (LP).  For 
the purposes of this project, LP engages adult perficipants with the aim of positively 
ƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚ>W ?ƐƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐĂƌĞ
applicable at all levels across the majority of pedagogical contexts (Questions 2: 
recalibration & 3: benefits). 
 
1.6.4: Chapter 4 ² Conceptual Framework ² Ludic Ecology 
 
Chapter 4 ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ PůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?/ƚďƵŝůĚƐƵƉŽŶƚŚĞ
working definition of play(fulness) developed in Chapter 2, extending it so as to reveal 
play(fulnĞƐƐ ) ?ƐŽŶƚŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐĂŶĚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƉŚǇůŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ?ĂŶĚŽƵƚůŝŶĞƐŵǇƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ
on the nature of interactions between people and environments, which I take to be 
fundamentally ecological (Question 4: structure and significance).  Over the course of 
Chapter 4, I develop my argument that play(fulness) is a philosophical phenomenon 
(Question 3: benefits & 4: structure and significance).   
My play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon argument has four main parts to it, 
which are all interwoven.  Firstly, invŽŬŝŶŐĂĐŽƌĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶ
epistemology by characterising play(fulness) relationally, i.e. as a pattern of behaviour, I 
argue that play(fulness) can exemplify, and thus illuminate, the fundamental place that 
relations occupy in the structuring of reality (i.e. that relations take primacy over relata, or 
 ‘ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ) ?^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ŵǇƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂƐŝŶ ƚĂŶƚŝĂƚŝŶŐĂƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?ŵŽĚĞŽĨ
world-ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƉĂƌĂůůĞůǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚŝǀĞ ‘ĂƐŝƐ ?ŵŽĚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )Ăs a 
useful exemplar of certain paradoxical conditions that structure our experience in ways that 
violate classical logic.  I argue that the intentionally ludicrous character of my practice 
highlights the extra-logical nature of our experience particularly effectively.  Thirdly, I argue 
that the characteristic give-and-take unpredictability of play(fulness), the way in which 
interactors must constantly adapt and adjust in order to perpetuate play(fulness), 
exemplifies the strictly holistic nature of ecological systems, i.e. no part of the system can 
exert unilateral control.  This means, I argue, that play(fulness) can help us apprehend our 
embeddedness in ecological systems that are always-already beyond our control, with the 
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attendant possibility that this may enable us to develop healthier relationships with our 
environment (including other beings).  Fourthly, I argue that attending to extrinsically 
afunctional ludic affordances can foreground the way in which we constantly pull out from 
the multitude those affordances that we perceive as we actively co-constitute our 
experience.  (As I mentioned when introducing the concept in 1.4.3 above, I take 
affordances to be relational entities.)  This element of the argument parallels the 
phenomenological thesis that to perceive the world is to interact with it and that sensory 
perception operates by beckonings and invitations between subject and world (Cazeaux, 
2005), which comes to the fore when discussing Wandercast in Chapter 6.  Accordingly, I 
argue that my practice exemplifies certain perceptual processes. 
hŶƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐůǇ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ?[1972] 2000, 1979, 1987 & 1991) work provides the major 
ƐŽƵƌĐĞŽŶǁŚŝĐŚ/ĚƌĂǁŝŶŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ?/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚŝƐ ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉůĂǇƚŚĞŽƌǇ
facilitates my development of the notion of play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon.  
ĂƐŚŵĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ůĂƌŐĞůǇƌĞĨƵƚĞ ?ĂůƐŽ
furthers the development of my philosophical argument.  In respect of affordances, I attend 
ƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶŝŶ Gibson (1966, [1977] 2017, [1979] 1986) and draw also on later 
work by Chemero (2003), Stoffregen (2003), and Turner (2005). 
 
Aspects of my play(fulness)-as-philosophical-ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?Ɛ
structure and significance, return in each of the case studies.  The notion that relations, not 
relata, are most fundamental returns in Perplexpedition (Chapter 5) in that interactors form 
a system irreducible to its parts.  Wandercast (Chapter 6) exemplifies perceptual processes, 
i.e. reveals certain ways in which we construct our reality.  Spinstallation (Chapter 7) 
positions itself, and the project as a whole, as a means of engaging life as art through 
play(fulness), thereby perhaps bringing reality closer. 
 
All three case studies are structured according to the type of analysis best afforded by each 
strand, which is different in each case.  This demonstrates the comprehensiveness 
generated by The Ludic Triangle  W my three-stranded approach  W ŝŶƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
investigation into performance, playfulness, and ecology. 
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1.6.5: Chapter 5 ² Perplexpedition Case Study 
 
Part II begins where my practice began, with Perplexpedition.  The initial experiments of this 
ƐƚƌĂŶĚǁĞƌĞŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ?ŬĞǇ part of this 
aesthetic development occurred through the documentation process, which I later 
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚĂƐ ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ŝŶƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŝƚƐďĞŝŶŐĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ?ŶŽƚƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ?ƚŽ
the practice as a whole.  This digital practice, Perplexpedition video, offers the most fulsome 
direct documentation of perfilitation and perficipation, so Chapter 5 is structured around 
close-viewing analysis of this video material.  Chapter 5 argues that Perplexpedition ?ƐĚŝŐŝƚĂů
practice constitutes affective documentation, one of the central facets of my claim that my 
documentation processes contribute to knowledge.  As noted above, Chapter 5 also 
addresses the notion of play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon; I argue that 
perficipants, perfilitator, and other aspects of the Perplexpedition environment form a 
system, irreducible to its parts, that performs all involved.  In making this argument, I 
ĞŵƉůŽǇdŚŽŵĂƐ&ƵĐŚƐ ?,ĂŶŶĞĞ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨenactive intersubjectivity, 
which combines phenomenological and dynamical systems approaches, and which I show 
meshes beneficially with ecological viewpoints.  Employing enactive intersubjectivity allows 
me to elucidate the aforementioned ecological-philosophical argument from another 
perspective. 
 Following from my recognition of digital practice as fundamental to this project, and 
ĂƐĂĚƌŝǀĞƌŽĨŝƚƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?/ĂůƐŽĂƌŐƵĞĂŐĂŝŶƐƚďŽƚŚŶŐĞůĂWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ĂƌŽůŝŶĞZǇĞ ?Ɛ
 ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŽŶWĂZĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?/ĐŽŶƚĞƐƚWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?
ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?9) assertion that a disjunction obtains between the live elements of PaR and its 
documentation such that the documentation must be considered a separate artwork; 
instead, I argue that Perplexpedition is evidence that continuity between live performance 
and its documentation can be maintained.   Spatz (2015), on the other hand, considers PaR 
documentation to produce standalone academic documents, which I contest since I 
consider PaR to be situated within both academia and the art world.  In Chapter 5, I 
negotiate a path between WŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )positions, thereby 




1.6.6: Chapter 6 ² Wandercast Case Study 
 
The spatial and temporal distance between myself and perficipants in Wandercast entails 
ƚŚĂƚŵǇŵĞƚŚŽĚŽĨŐĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐŚĂĚƚŽďĞ
remote also.  Given that perficipants access the podcast via my website, I constructed a 
questionnaire using Google Forms, tailored the questionnaire to each episode, and provided 
a link to the relevant questionnaire on the webpage for each podcast.  The Wandercast 
questionnaire collected the largest amount of written perficipant feedback of any strand; 
Chapter 6 is therefore structured around my analysis of this feedback.  Wandercast is also 
the strand that most draws most directly on existing practices.  For this reason, Chapter 6 
begins with a brief practice review. 
 The element of play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon taken up in Chapter 6 is 
the argument that, through my practice, play(fulness) exemplifies perceptual process.  I 
draw on the phenomenological thinking of Clive Cazeaux (2005) and the performance 
studies perspectives of George Home-Cook (2015) and Misha Myers (2011a) to develop this 
line of argument.  In so doing, I show that Wandercast combines the perception-
exemplifying capacities of both play(fulness) and aurality to increase the potential for 
exemplification.  A multiplying of exemplification leads also to increased potential ecological 
recalibration, I argue.  Chapter 6 also develops the notion of performative-behavioural 
therapy that I introduced in 1.4.2 above; although I did not intentionally design it to be so, 
many perficipants found their Wandercast experience therapeutic. 
 
1.6.7: Chapter 7 ² Spinstallation Case Study 
 
As I noted in 1.6.1 above, Chapter 7 articulates the know-how I have developed relating to 
the practicalities of devising ludic-ecological workshops that sit officially within institutional 
contexts.  Negotiating this terrain has entailed significant ongoing changes to the structure 
of successive iterations of the workshop, as well as changes to the methods employed in 
designing and delivering each one.  For this reason, Chapter 7 focuses on methodological 
issues.  Chapter 7 also articulates know-ŚŽǁĂƐƚŽƚŚĞŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-
consciousness when engaging in play(fulness) with strangers, which is important if the 
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practice of ludic ecology is to develop widely.  In this respect, I drew upon both traditional 
drama / popular performance techniques and visual art-making, further evidencing this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌŝƚǇ ?^ŝŶĐĞSpinstallation was conceived of as putting a spin on the 
concept of the installation, Claire Bishop (2005) is the author whose work contributes most 
to Chapter 7. 
 Spinstallation is also the strand in which my practice most clearly exhibits the 
principles that, in Chapter 3, I formulated into my model for progressive education: ludic 
pedagogy (LP).  Chapter 7 therefore articulates the practice research that Spinstallation 
undertakes into the workings and effectivities of LP.  I am frank about the difficulties that I 
faced, especially when conducting Spinstallation as part of official University programmes, 
with the inherent balancing of stakeholder expectations and requirements that this entails.  
However, these difficulties provide further evidence of the ludic inhibition within education 
that I describe in Chapter 3.  Difficulties notwithstanding, I argue that Spinstallation not only 
propagates play(fulness), and the creative potential associated with play(fulness), but also 
introduces perficipants to tactics that allow them to interact with their environment as a 
found installation and therefore to live their lives as art. 
 
1.6.8: Part III ² Consolidation ² Chapter 8 ² Conclusion  
 
Chapter 8 fulfils a number of functions characteristic of a conclusion chapter.  I begin by 
ƌĞǀŝƐŝƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶƐŝŶǁĂůŬŝŶŐĂƌƚƐ ?EĞǆƚ ?/ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƵŶƉŝĐŬ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞďǇĞǆƉĂŶĚ
upon, the epistemology that I outlined in 1.5 above, foregrounding the central themes of 
ambiguity and relationality, which both take on increased importance throughout this 
document.  I then reflect upon and evaluate each strand, assessing their relative qualities as 
ďŽƚŚĂƌƚǁŽƌŬƐĂŶĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ ?ĨƚĞƌƚŚŝƐ ?/ƐƵŵĂƌŝƐĞƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ Wwhich 
arise from my practice and the practice-based research that the strands make possible  W and 
mark the key insider insights that I have discovered, which are comprised both of the know-
how articulated as know-what and also the fundamental importance of ambiguity within the 
ludic and therefore within my practice.  I next suggest some possible applications and 
avenues for further practical development and research.   
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I characterise Part III, which consists solely of Chapter 8, as consolidation.  One 
ƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŝŶŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?/ƌĞǀŝƐŝƚ ?ĂŶĚĨƵůůǇŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĂĐƌĞĚ
ƵŶŝƚǇƚŚĂƚ/ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ĂďŽǀĞ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƌĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŽƌigins and 
epistemology, in order to show my web of argumentation at its broadest.  I argue that 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶĂƚƵƌĂůŝƐĞĚŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĂĐƌĞĚĐĂŶďĞďŽƚŚŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚďǇ
engaging with the environment through ludic-ecological performance, thereby consolidating 
my arguments both for playfulness-as-philosophical-phenomenon and for positive 
recalibration of personal ecologies through my practice.
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In this chapter, I aim to establish and describe potential links between play(fulness) and 
creativity.  (I use the above construction when referring to play and playfulness both jointly 
and severally.)  Since I will argue that playfulness presupposes play, I will separate them 
once having discussed key players in the development of play studies and addressed the 
current state of play.1  Unorthodox though it may be for a practice research project to 
prioritise a literature review above a practice review, the putative recognisability of 
play(fulness) belies its enduringly enigmatic nature (Bateson, P., 2010: 42); therefore, if I am 
to investigate play(fulness) through my practice, it is imperative to establish what has been 
said on this issue and what my position is.   
As is reflective of the multitude of disciplines implicated in its study, and as I 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?ƌŽĂĚŵĂƉŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?ŵǇĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇƚŚĞŽƌǇĂŶĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝƐǁŝĚĞ-
ranging.  I plot the historical development of play theory, sketching its evolution from 
biology (Groos, 1898, 1901), through history of culture (Huizinga, [1938] 1970), sociology 
(Caillois, [1958] 1961), and psychology (Piaget, [1951] 1962).  I then discuss more recent 
research within what has become the multidisciplinary field of play studies (Sutton-Smith, 
1979a, 1979b, 1997), especially ethology (Burghardt, 2005, 2010a, 2010b, 2014), which I see 
as a discipline that is making particularly important contributions to contemporary play 
studies.  This review prompts my next step: to provide a refinement to a distinction 
between play and playfulness, thereby establishing my theoretical position on play(fulness).  
My formulation, I argue, allows me to more fully and effectively analyse The Ludic Triangle 
of my practice than existing positions on play(fulness) would enable me to do. 
Once I have set my stall out, so to speak, with regard to the conception of 
play(fulness) that I will employ, I provide an account of current and historical perspectives 
on the nature of creativity.  This allows me to sketch links between these important yet 
                                                          
1 For comprehensive reviews, see Sutton-Smith (1997) and Burghardt (2005); for a summary of play research 
since 2001, see Lester & Russell (2008). 
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enduringly slippery families of phenomena.  Although other disciplines address creativity, 
such as philosophy, my discussion of the subject is more closely focused on the field of 
psychology, as this most neatly meshes with my treatment of play(fulness).  However, the 
overall argument does take on philosophical implications. 
As research into play advances, the more widespread, diverse, and heterogeneous it 
is revealed to be, both in form and potential function (Burghardt, 2014).  Nonetheless, the 
pursuit of an understanding of certain play-phenomena through practical and textual means 
has yielded many insights of consequence here.  Indeed, dissatisfaction with computational 
ƚŚĞŽƌŝĞƐŽĨĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶůĞĚƚŽŵǇĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ&ƵĐŚƐ ?Ğ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )enactive 
intersubjectivity,2 which unlocked my felt-experience of Perplexpedition as a dynamical 
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŶůĞĚƚŽƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ?ŵǇ
play(fulness) formulation was developed so as to better account for experiences of my 
practice. 
  
2.2: Key Historical Players 
 
2.2.1: Karl Groos 
 
According to ethologist Gordon Burghardt, academic interest in play began over a century 
ĂŐŽ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?ŚĞĐŝƚĞƐ'ƌŽŽƐ ?ƚƌĞĂƚŝƐĞƐŽŶĂŶŝŵĂů ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚŚƵŵĂŶƉůĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? )3 as its 
origin.  Groos remarks that two theories were current at his time of writing: that animals, 
including humans, play to expend excess energy, or as a key part of their ontogenesis (1898:  
xix).4  Groos favours the latter, using natural science to construct a biological (as opposed to 
physiological) play-ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?dŚŝƐŝƐƵŶƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞĂƌǁŝŶ ?ƐOn the Origin of Species 
                                                          
2 Enactive intersubjectivity is integrated into my analysis of Perplexpedition in 5.3  W 5.3.8. 
3 Groos makes clear in the introduction to The Play of Man that his thesis with regard to human play differs 
from his animal play thesis in terminology and degree of complexity rather than in a substantive sense (1901: 
1 W ? ) ?&ŽƌƚŚŝƐƌĞĂƐŽŶ ?/ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ'ƌŽŽƐ ?ĞĂƌůŝĞƌǁŽƌŬŽŶĂŶŝŵĂůƉůĂǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚŝƐŝƐǁŚĞƌĞŚĞƐĞƚƐŽƵƚƚŚĞ
underlying theory. 
4 The fact that Groos cites previous work suggests that the academic treatment of play has a longer history 
than is acknowledged above by Burghardt, although Burghardt does elsewhere mention the surplus energy 
theory (Graham & Burghardt, 2010: 395).  It is also worth mentioning that Huizinga ([1938] 1970), who also 
features in this discussion, drew upon a long philosophical tradition with roots in antiquity for his study of play 
(Anchor, 1978: 63).  It is therefore likely that Burghardt (2010b) is referring to academia in the modern sense. 
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(1859) was sufficiently accepted and embedded by this stage, as Wake observes in his 
review of Groos (1898), for evolutionary principles to be deemed applicable to psychology  W 
and therefore also biology  W as well as physiology (Wake, 1899: 306).5   
'ƌŽŽƐƐƵŵŵĂƌŝƐĞƐŚŝƐƚŚĞŽƌǇƚŚƵƐ P “the animal does not play because he [sic] is 
ǇŽƵŶŐ ?ŚĞŚĂƐĂƉĞƌŝŽĚŽĨǇŽƵƚŚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŚĞŵƵƐƚƉůĂǇ ?(1898: xx).  He argues that, in species 
for whom intelligence has surpassed pure instinct in its usefulness, animals must develop 
their intelligence through play to compensate for incomplete instincts (ibid).  This would 
limit play to those species with prolonged juvenile periods, yet play has been observed in 
species with no such developmental stage, including insects (Graham & Burghardt, 2010: 
400).  ^ƚĂŶůĞǇĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞƐ'ƌŽŽƐĨŽƌĞƌƌŽŶĞŽƵƐůǇĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝƐŝŶŐ “ǁŽƌŬ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐĂƐƉůĂǇ ?ƐƵĐŚ
ĂƐĂĐŚŝůĚ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĞƉƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ^ƚĂŶůey posits a false work/play dichotomy, 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŝŽƌŽďũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?'ƌŽŽƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚƵƐĚĞĞŵĞĚƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇƚŽŽ
narrow and too broad, a criticism that Caillois ([1958] 1961) would later level against 
Huizinga ([1938] 1970).6   
The quest for půĂǇ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƌŽůĞ ?Ɛ )ƐƚŝůůĂŶŝŵĂƚĞƐĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ?
having led to a dedicated Oxford handbook (Nathan & Pellegrini, 2010).  Variations on the 
singularly functional, evolutionary fitness theory propounded by Groos still abound 
according to Pellis et al., who criticise this view for being totalising and simplistic (2015: 
                                                          
5 dŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ?ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚ ‘ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇ ?ŚĞƌĞƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƚĂŬĞŶĂƐŝŵƉůǇŝŶŐ
problematic concepts associated, rightly or wrongly, with evolutionary psychology, such as genetic 
determinism.  Though evolutionary psychology is implicated in contemporary play studies, it is not central to 
ƚŚŝƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ?^ƵĨĨŝĐĞƚŽƐĂǇ ?/ĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚtĂŬĞƚŚĂƚ “ ?W )ůĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ?ĂŶĚŵĂŶ ?ƐŝĐ ?ĨŽƌŵůŝŶŬƐŝŶĂ
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐĐŚĂŝŶŽĨďĞŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞƵƐ ĨƵůŶĞƐƐŽĨŶŽŶ-anthropocentric investigations 
of play (and the majority of human behaviour).  This is not to imply linear progress from plants to animals to 
ŵĂŶ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĐŽŵŵŽŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐǁŚŝĐŚƌƵŶĚĞĞƉ ?ŚĞŶĐĞ'ƌĞŐŽƌǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ?
(1979: 8).  Further, I oppose the view that there exists a universal and fundamental human nature, for which 
evolutionary psychology has been criticised ([Grosvenor, 2002] although, it may be that this criticism and 
others levelled against evolutionary psychology are straw-man, or otherwise flawed, arguments [Kurzban, 
2002]).  As per the title of this thesis, I prefer an ecological approach.  Since this project only involves humans, 
ƚŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞŚƵŵĂŶƐ ?ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ?ƐŽĐŝĂů ?ĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂre not to be 
taken as existing separately from one another.  Nonetheless, recent studies of play by well-regarded 
researchers have been explicitly framed in terms of evolutionary psychology (e.g. Burghardt, 2010a) and the 
academic fields of animal and human play are becoming increasingly synthesised (see Nathan & Pellegrini, 
2010).  I see this move as positive and thus do not separate out discussions of human and non-human animal 
play.  Also, borrowing a practice from Burghardt (2010b), I refer throughout to non-human animals simply as 
animals unless the context implies the designation of all species. 
6 See 2.2.2 below.  ůƐŽ ?ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƌŶŽƚĂĐŚŝůĚ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĞƉƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞǁŽƌŬŚĂƐŶŽďĞĂƌŝŶŐŽŶǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞǇ
may also constitute play; I contend that play can be found in most types of activity, including work.  
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331 W332).7  Nonetheless, by associating play with useful discoveries, Groos presents the 
likelihood of a connection between play and creativity, which still stands.   
 
2.2.2: Johan Huizinga 
 
We now shift perspective from the biological to the cultural, focusing on the treatment of 
play that has arguably exerted the greatest influence on the field (Burghardt, 2010b: 14).  In 
Homo Ludens (1970), Huizinga argues that play is the source from which all culture springs, 
summarising the formal characteristics of play as  
ĂĨƌĞĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƋƵŝƚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ‘ŽƌĚŝŶĂƌǇ ?ůŝĨĞĂƐďĞŝŶŐ ‘ŶŽƚƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ? ?
but at the same time absorbing the player intensely and utterly.  It is an activity 
connected with no material interest, and no profit can be gained by it.  It proceeds 
within its own proper boundaries of time and space according to fixed rules and in 
an orderly manner.  It promotes the formation of social groupings which tend to 
surround themselves with secrecy and to stress their difference from the common 
world by disguise or other means.  (1970: 32) 
The kinds of play that Huizinga is interested in arise through competition and/or 
representation, by which he means display (ibid ) ?ŝƐƉůĂǇƐŝŐŶĂůƐƉůĂǇ ?ƐůŝŶŬƐƚŽ
performance, yet competition is incompatible with my aims and objectives; furthermore, 
the emphasis on order in the above description appears antithetical to creativity, which 
associates with flexibility and originality (Guilford, 1957: 112), so its application here seems 
limited.  This is odd given that Huizinga (1970) devotes entire chapters to poetry, 
                                                          
7 This is despite explanations involving evolutionary fitness benefits forming a cornerstone of contemporary 
play research, with Burghardt (one of the co-authors of Pellis et al. [2015]) being one of the key players in the 
field.  Burghardt (1984, 2005, 2010b, 2014) argues for an understanding of play more nuanced and 
multifaceted than it having a single function, although it is worth noting that Pellis et al. (2015) make 
ƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĂƐƐĞƌƚƚŚĂƚ “'ƌŽŽƐ ?ĂŶĚŵŽƐƚŵŽĚĞƌŶǁƌŝƚĞƌƐ ?ŚĂǀĞĂĨĂƚĂůůǇ
ůŝŵŝƚĞĚǀŝĞǁŽĨƉůĂǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƐĞĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ “ƐĞĞƉůĂǇĂƐĂƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽĨĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? W332).  Firstly, they 
state this without evidence or argument; I suggest that the statement is a significant generalisation.  Secondly, 
ƚŚŝƐŝƐĂƉĂƚĞŶƚůǇĨĂůƐĞƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ'ƌŽŽƐ ?ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?,ĞĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉůĂǇŽĨƚŚĞǇŽƵŶŐ
will go a long way to understanding adult play (1898: 75), which seems reasonable and, crucially, implicitly 
demonstrates that he does not deem play to be a property of childhood.  In fact, Groos explicitly states that 
 “ ?W )ůĂǇŝƐĨŽƵŶĚŝŶĂĚƵůƚĂŶŝŵĂůƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ) ?dŚŝƌĚůǇ ?ŝƚ ƐǁƌŽŶŐƚŽŝŵƉůǇƚŚĂƚĂŶǇƌĞƐĞarcher who claims that 
 “ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂĐĐƌƵĞĚďǇƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ?ŝŶĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚŚĂǀĞ ?ĂŶŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞ ?ƐŝĐ ?ƐƵƌǀŝǀĂůĂŶĚƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐůĂƚĞƌ
ŝŶůŝĨĞ ? ?WĞůůŝƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĐŽŵŵŝƚƐƚŚĞŵƚŽƚŚĞǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇŽĐĐƵƌƐŽŶůǇŝŶĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚ ? 
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philosophy, and art (chapters 7, 9, & 10 respectively), and that the work as a whole presents 
play as generative of culture. 
Huizinga's (1970) chief relation to creativity lies in the potential of competitive play 
to drive creative cultural production,8 ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶƐŝŶƚŚĞŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇ ?ǁŚŽƐĞ
originary function is inter-nation competition (Burghardt, 2005: 393).  Essentially non-
competitive play is equally generative, however.  For example, efforts to synchronise 
mechanised musical instruments led to the development of spread-spectrum wireless 
communication (Johnson, 2017: 88 W93).  My interest is in collaborative play(ful) activity 
ƚŚĂƚ ?ŝĨŝƚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŽƵƚƉƵƚƐĂƚĂůů ?ǁŝůůďĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ “ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ? ?ZƵŶĐŽ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
Žƌ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞ-Đ ? ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĂƐŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ “ĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?Csikszentmihalyi, 1996: 27)9 
associated with conceiving of something as impactful as the internet. 
                                                          
8 Here we see parallels between Groos and Huizinga in that they both ascribe to play creative power and both 
ĚĞĞŵƉůĂǇƚŽďĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚŝŶƚŚŽƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĞƐǁŚŝĐŚĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝƚ ?'ƌŽŽƐĂƚƚĞƐƚƐƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞŽĨĂ “ƉůĂǇŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ ?
 ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂĂƐƐĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚ “ƉůĂǇŝƐĂŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇ ? ?1970: 28).  Where the former sees play as the 
creative incursion of intelligence into ontogenesis, the latter sees it as the force behind the genesis of culture. 
9 Csiksentmihalyi ĂůƐŽƵƐĞƐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ƐŝŶĐĞďŽƚŚŚŝƐĂŶĚZƵŶĐŽ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
personal creativity theories were published in the same year, it is unclear who was the originator.  I use 
ZƵŶĐŽ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ĨŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ŝƚŝƐŵŽƌĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůůǇƌŽďƵƐƚĂŶĚ ?ƐĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞCsiksentmihalyi ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶ
of personal creativity is derived from his study of capital C creativity (more commonly referred to in the 
ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞĂƐ ‘ŝŐ ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŝƐŽŶůǇŽĨƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƚŽŚŝŵ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ
it is of primary concern here.  Furthermore, though Runco (2014) and I would disagree, Csiksentmihalyi also 
bizarrely states that personal- and Big-C-creativity are largely unrelated to one another (1996: 26).   
 ‘ŝŐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚďĞŶĞǁƚŽŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞĐ ?Đƌeativity 
requires that it be new to the individual.  Interacting with a public bike rack as if it were a climbing frame could 
be considered creative if the individual had no former experience of doing so. 
(See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-legendary-trio/ or 
PML\Perplexpedition Video\#10 The Legendary Trio to see this event taking place.  However, I cannot be 
certain that the individual in question had no previous experience of this practice.)  I have limited myself to the 
big/little dualism at this stage to save space, I discuss broader conceptions of creativity in 2.5-2.5.2 below.  
ůƐŽ ?ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞŵĂŬŝŶŐƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƐ ‘ŝŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞĐ ? ?ĞƚĐ ? ?ŚĞre to structure my discussion, I recognise that 
they represent a false dichotomy (Runco, 2014). 
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As mentioned above, Caillois (1961), who Henricks notes is commonly thought to 
have improved upon Homo Ludens (2010: 158), criticises its overarching thesis for being 
simultaneously too narrow and too wide (Caillois, 1961: 4).  The charge of narrowness is 
ůĞǀĞůůĞĚĂƚ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ŚƌŵĂŶŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?zĞƚ ?
since Huizinga (1970) is clear about this from the outset, this seems an unfair criticism.  The 
problem arises when Huizinga fails to state that his conception of play does not have 
ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚĞƌĨŽƌŵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P )ŽĨƉůĂǇŚĞŝƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?
agonistic play.  He therefore contributes to the confusion, yet I argue that Homo Ludens 
should be thought of as context-specific in this way, especially since the subtitle to the book 
is A Study of the Play Element in Culture ĂŶĚŶŽƚ ‘^ƚƵĚǇŽĨWůĂǇ ? ?ŶĐŚŽƌŵĂŬĞƐĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌ
point when he describes Homo Ludens as not being an inquiry into the activity of play, but 
ratheƌ “a study of play as a structure that manifests itself in all spheres of human culture ?
(1978: 78).  In light of recent advances, which I have hinted at above and address directly 
below, I would rather say that Huizinga here studies structural elements of play as they 
manifest themselves in human culture.  It may well be objected that to study the presence 
of play in culture, one must know what play is.  Conversely, however, one can only discover 
what something is by studying it.  As I hope will become clear, some humility is apt in the 
ĨĂĐĞŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ƐĞŶĚƵƌŝŶŐĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ?  
/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐŵǇƐƚĞƌŝŽƵƐ “irreducible quality of pure playfulness ? (1970: 25 W26) 
provides a major focus for this project.  For Caillois (1961), though, this forms part of the 
 ‘ƚŽŽďƌŽĂĚ ?ŚĂůĨŽĨŚŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵ ?ƐŚƌŵĂŶŶŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ?ĂŝůůŽŝƐĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ “,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂĨĂŝůƐƚŽ
ĚĞůŝŶĞĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŚĞƐƉŚĞƌĞŽĨƉůĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ?  ) ?tŚĂƚĂŝůůŽŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚĞĞŵƐĂĨĂŝůŝŶŐ ?
I, along with Ehrmann (1968), perceive as a strength.10  After all, Huizinga is quite clear that 
his approach is not a scientific one (1970: 18), where such precision might be necessary.11  
My project seeks to problematise, and hopefully erase, the commonly perceived boundary 
between the ludic and the quotidian, so precise delineations in this regard are somewhat 
ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞŚĞƌĞĂůƐŽ ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐůĂƌŐĞůǇĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŽĨƉůĂǇŝƐŵŽƌĞ
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĨŽƌƚŚŝƐWĂZƚŚĂŶĂŝůůŽŝƐ ?ƋƵĂƐŝ-scientific approach, which led the latter to 
                                                          
10 Yet, such is the ambiguity of play that the opposite interpretation is possible (see Henricks, 2010: 167). 
11 See Anchor (1978) for a lengthy study of Huizinga, the second half of which deals with Homo Ludens and the 
various critiques that address it. 
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 “ ?ƐƵĐĐƵŵď ?ƚŽŚŝƐŽǁŶĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ďĞůŝĞǀŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĞĐŽƵůĚĐŽŶĨŝŶĞƉůĂǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŵ ?
(Ehrmann, 1968: 32). 
 
2.2.3: Roger Caillois 
 
Given the foregoing points, I will not cover Caillois (1961) in detail.12  However, to provide 
context, I briefly state his system of classification.  Caillois offers a six-part definition of play 
(1961: 9 W ? ? ) ?ďƵƚƚŚŝƐĚŝĨĨĞƌƐůŝƚƚůĞĨƌŽŵ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŽ/ǁŝůůŶŽƚƌĞƉĞĂƚŝƚŚĞƌĞ ?
The main thrust of Man, Play and Games is the classification of games, so as to enable the 
construction of a sociology derived from them (ibid: 57 W ? ? ) ?ĂŝůůŽŝƐ ?ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ
four categories, each of which exist upon a polarised continuum between paidia 
(turbulence, spontaneous gaiety) and ludus (a binding tendency which constrains paidia) 
(ibid: 12 W13).  The categories are agôn (competition), alea (chance), mimicry (simulation), 
and ilinx (vertigo) (ibid: 12 W ? ? ) ?dŚĞĐŚŽŝĐĞŽĨƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌĂŝůůŽŝƐ ?ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵƵŵŝƐĐƵƌŝŽƵƐ ?
Firstly, ludic is derived from ludus, connoting spontaneity rather than binding (OED, 2014); 
secondly, he chooses paidia ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚƐƌŽŽƚŵĞĂŶƐ ‘ĐŚŝůĚ ? ?ǇĞƚŽĨƚĞŶ “ ? )ŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
ŐĂŵĞƐ QĂƌĞƉůĂǇĞĚŝŶƉƌŽĨŽƵŶĚƐĞƌŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ? ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ƐŽƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞ
considered the supreme bastion of turbulence.  Homo Ludens is certainly not without its 
inconsistencies,13 yet it retains a respect for the mysteriousness of play that Caillois 
attempts to banish (Caillois, 1961: 4 W ? ) ?dŚŝƐŵĂŬĞƐ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐǁŽƌŬ more relevant here, 
                                                          
12 ^ĞĞ,ĞŶƌŝĐŬƐ ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŽƌĂŶĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŝůůŽŝƐ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨƉůĂǇ ?&ƌŽŵŵǇƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?
there are in Caillois deeply problematic arguments which make me doubt the value of his thesis; one of these 
pertains directly to my profession of performance:  “ƚŚĞďŽǆĞƌƐ ?ĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ ?ũŽĐŬĞǇƐ ?ŽƌĂĐƚŽƌƐǁŚŽĞĂƌŶƚŚĞŝƌůŝǀ ŶŐ
in the ring, track, or hippodrome or on the stage, and who must think of prize, salarǇ ?ŽƌƚŝƚůĞ QĂƌĞŶŽƚƉůĂǇĞƌƐ
ďƵƚǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ?tŚĞŶƚŚĞǇƉůĂǇ ?ŝƚŝƐĂƚƐŽŵĞŽƚŚĞƌŐĂŵĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚŝƐĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇŚĂƌĚƚŽĚĞĨĞŶĚ
logically.  Speaking as an actor, were we to consider our careers in terms of salary there would be a shortage of 
trained actors, not an enormous surplus.  The decision to strive to become a professional actor seldom has a 
basis in economics.  Furthermore, if the element of play were somehow erased as soon as one became 
professional in any of the disciplines mentioned, each would cease to be a viable profession as no one would 
pay to watch or otherwise engage with them; they would become deathly dull and lifeless.  This betrays a 
ƐƚƌŝŬŝŶŐƐŚĂůůŽǁŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐŽŶĂŝůůŽŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƉĂƌƚ ?ƚŽĂƐƐĞƌƚƚŚĂƚĂĐƚŽƌƐĐĂŶŽŶůǇƉůĂy when they are not 
working simply beggars belief.  The work of creating a performance cannot be achieved without play; it is 
primarily the jobs actors do to support themselves when they are not working as an actor that are lacking in 
play.  There is a false dichotomy between work and play here, a point to which I return below. 
13 An obvious one, appearing at the end of the lengthy quote above, being the secrecy and tendency to self-
disguise supposedly displayed by social groupings formed through play.  This assertion is not borne out by 
Homo Ludens as a whole ĂŶĚŝƐƚŚĞƚĂƌŐĞƚŽĨŽŶĞŽĨĂŝůůŽŝƐ ?ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐǁŝƚŚǁŚŝĐŚ/ĂŐƌĞĞŝŶƉĂƌƚ ?ŝŶƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇŝƐ
ŽĨƚĞŶ “ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐƵůĂƌĂŶĚŽƐƚĞŶƚĂƚŝŽƵƐ ? (1961: 4).  However, as I point out, I do not agree that play itself 
 “ƐŽŵĞŚŽǁĞǆƉĞŶĚƐ ?ƚŚĞƐĞĐƌĞƚŽƌŵǇƐƚĞƌŝŽƵƐ ?ŝďŝĚ ) ? 
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particularly to a consideration of creativity, since, like play, creativity is (mysteriously) 
unpredictable (Runco, 2008: 93); therefore, Huizinga (1970) features more prominently in 
this writing than Caillois (1961). 
 
2.2.4: Jean Piaget 
 
The notion of a functional imperative for the existence of play, eschewed by both Huizinga 
and Caillois (Henricks, 2010: 162), reappears14 ŝŶWŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐPlay, Dreams and Imitation in 
Childhood ([1951] 1962).  For Piaget, play is essential for, and is a process of, cognitive 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?Ɛ/ŚĂǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƌŽůĞƌĞŵĂŝŶƐĂĐĞŶƚƌĂůĐŽŶĐern in 
its study.  Where Groos (1898, 1901) sees play as the process whereby inherited instincts 
are developed through the application of intelligence, Piaget sees play as the polar opposite 
of imitation, both of which are associated with ontogenetic psychological tendencies 
(assimilation and accommodation respectively) that must be held in equilibrium by 
intelligence in order for adaptation to take place (1962: 86 W87).  The upshot of the tension 
and interplay between these two psychological forces, according to Piaget, is the 
development of representational thought (ibid: 273).15  Here we see an example of the 
balancing act that I introduced in 1.3.1, and which forms a thematic thread that runs 
throughout this project, aiding its analysis. 
Notwithstanding the fact that my project seeks neither to explain nor invoke mental 
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?WŝĂŐĞƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ŽŶƚŚĞĨĂĐĞŽĨŝƚ ?ƐĞĞŵƐƚŽĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞƉůĂǇĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨ
an ecological adaptive process.  One accommodates the external world, leading to imitation, 
and assimilates oneself into it, expressed in extremis ďǇƉůĂǇ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇĞŶŐĂŐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
environment in a process of mutual modification.  This suggests that his approach may be 
useful in my pursuit of shifting the calibration of personal ecologies towards the ludic.  
                                                          
14 Homo Ludens was written in 1938, Man, Play and Games is an expansion of an essay written by Caillois in 
1946, and Play, Dreams and Imitation in Childhood was published in 1951.  I am not implying that Piaget was 
directly influenced by or was responding to Huizinga and Caillois, I am simply observing the chronological 
relation of the three works. 
15 ^ĞĞ&ůĂǀĞůů ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŽƌĂ “ĐůĂƐƐŝĐ ?ǇĞƚŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ “ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐ ? ?Müller, Burman, & Hutchison, 2013: 53) 
summary ĂŶĚĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨWŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ? 
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ĞƐƉŝƚĞĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞƐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?WŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŽŽĨĨĞƌŶŽƐƵĐŚĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?
intellective role for play (Sutton-Smith, 1966: 106).   
/ŶƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚƚĞƌŵƐ ?WŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐƐǇƐƚĞŵŚŽůĚƐƚŚĂƚŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ (the positive extension of 
accommodation) results in the image-ůŝŬĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůƌĞĂůŝƚǇŝŶƚŽŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?WůĂǇ ?ƚŚĞ “ĂƐƐŝŵŝůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆƚƌŶĂůƌĞĂůŝƚǇƚŽƉƌĞ-ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ ?
derived from accommodation) involves the attachment of these images onto external 
reality through a diversification of symbols; thus, play effects a transformation of the 
ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ďƵƚŽŶĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝŵĂŐĞƐŽĨƚŚĂƚǁŽƌůĚ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? W
106).  As Sutton-Smith observes, for PŝĂŐĞƚ “ƚŚĞƐǇŵďŽůƐŽĨƉůĂǇĂƌĞŵĞƌĞůǇƚŚĞ
reproductions of images pre-established through the copyist activity of imitation following 
ĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ Q ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? QŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨĂĐƚŽƌŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶŽĨ
representative activity, whereas play is ŶŽƚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?^ƵƚƚŽŶ-Smith suggests that this 
ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵŽĨWŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽƉůĂǇĂůƐŽŚĂƐ ?ƉƌĞƐƵŵĂďůǇŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ )ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ
for its application to creativity and other phenomena related to divergent thinking (ibid: 
110).   
In later work, Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐWŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇ-theory more favourably as 
 “ĨŝŐƵƌĞ-ŐƌŽƵŶĚĚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŝŵƉůǇŝŶŐĂŶŽƉĞŶŝŶŐƵƉŽĨĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
through the possible perception of new meanings, associations, and applications.  This 
suggests at most an indirect relation between play and creativity, since actual creativity 
would be governed and driven by something that is not play; decontextualisation is not of 
itself creative.  Piaget, though, denies even this possibility to adults, since he argues play to 
ďĞĂ “ǀŝƚĂůĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŵŝŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŽŶůǇŝŶĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚůŝŵŝƚƐĂŶǇĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů
value to this period alone, a view criticised by Pellis et al. (2015).16  Unless we take creativity 
to be without functional value, which would be to ignore half of its standard definition 
(Runco & Jaeger, 2012), then aspects of PiaŐĞƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇĂƉƉĞĂƌƚŽƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝƚĨƌŽŵ
allowing any operative relation between play and creativity in adults.   
It is worth noting here that the divergent thinking Sutton-Smith refers to provides 
researchers only with estimates of creative potential, not measures of creativity (Runco, 
2008).  Thus, although playfulness (in children) has been positively correlated with divergent 
                                                          
16 See footnote 8 above for more on this. 
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thinking (Lieberman, 1965), any link with creativity is likely to be neither direct nor fully 
accessible to empirical study.17  It follows that theoretical plausibility, as I am building here, 
will always have a major adjudicatory role to play.  Although, as I argue in 2.7 below, I do 
not deem a copyist epistemology to be as problematic as Sutton-Smith (1966) suggests, he 
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞƐƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚWŝĂŐĞƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇ-theory, especially its restrictive account of adult 
play, to entail its sparing and selective application to this project.  Nonetheless, this 
discussion has produced two particularly pertinent points: firstly, that any link between 
play(fulness) and creativity is likely to be indirect and, secondly, that empirical approaches 
are unlikely to capture ŝƚ ?^ĞĞŶŝŶƚŚŝƐůŝŐŚƚ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŐĂŝŶƐĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
support. 
 
There are many more scholars whose work on play could have been included here.18  Those 
featured have been chosen because they define particular moments in the study of play.19  
However, for all the progress made through the different approaches discussed so far, we 
ĂƌĞŶ ?ƚŵƵĐŚĐůŽƐĞƌƚŽĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐǁŚĂƚƉůĂǇŝƐ ?/ƐŝƚĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?/ƐŝƚĂ
process of cognitive development?  Is there even a singular thinŐƚŚĂƚǁĞĐĂŶĐĂůů ‘ƉůĂǇ ? ?
Current thinking proposes a negative answer, as the coming section shows. 
 
                                                          
17 For more on the latter, see A2.2. 
18 For comprehensive reviews, see Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?'ƌĞŐŽƌǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨ
play is addressed in 4.2.1 W4.2.2 & 5.2.2.  Although his work pertains to both play and creativity, I am bracketing 
Csikszentmihalyi out of this discussion.  Csikszentmihalyi ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐƚŚĞ “experience of playfulness, rather than 
play itself ? (1979: 260  W emphasis original), whereas my orientation is opposite; I move from the experience, 
as manifested in my practice, to the phenomenon itself and what it does.  Furthermore, for Csikszentmihalyi, 
play-research is only a vehicle for studying flow (ibid: 268), which is described as experiencing equilibrium of 
skills and challenges within an activity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975: 36).  Csikszentmihalyi positions play as a subset 
ŽĨĨůŽǁ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǇĞƚĂůƐŽĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ “playing a game does not guarantee that one is experiencing flow ?
(1975: 37), which is not possible if play exists within flow.  However, there are useful notions associated with 
flow.  For example, tŚĞ “merging of action and awareness ?ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐŵǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐ
Perplexpedition, although Csikszentmihalyi qualifies this notion of merging by saying that there is no 
awareness of alternatives (1979: 260).  This signals a divergence with my thinking, since the subjunctive  ?ĂŶ ‘ĂƐ
ŝĨ ?ŵŽĚĞ ) is fundamental to my notion of play(fulness), as I explain in 2.4 below.  Csikszentmihalyi also makes 
ƚŚĞĞƌƌŽƌŽĨĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐŝŶŐƉůĂǇĂƐ “ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƌĞĂů-ůŝĨĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ? 
19 Although he built on the work of others (as is always the case in human endeavour), Groos (1898, 1901) 
provides the first thorough and systematic treatment of play in the modern era; Huizinga ([1938] 1970) and 
Caillois ([1958] 1961) together cemented the importance of play in the consideration of culture and society; 
and Piaget ([1951] 1962) was instrumental in making play a key concern in developmental psychology, in 
addition to establishing the field of cognitive development itself (according to Flavell, 1996: 200). 
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2.3: Current State of Play 
 
ZĞĐĂůůŝŶŐƚŚĂƚWĞůůŝƐĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĚĞĞŵƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ‘ǁŚǇ ĚŽĂŶŝŵĂůƐƉůĂǇ ? ?ƚŽƚĂůŝƐŝŶŐĂŶĚ
simplistic, arguably the same can ďĞƐĂŝĚĨŽƌƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ‘ǁŚĂƚŝƐƉůĂǇ ? ?/ƚŝƐĂ
heterogeneous category with wide internal variation (Burghardt, 2014).  Accordingly, whilst 
it limits their explanatory power, viewing the theories outlined above as context-dependent 
and, rather than illuminating what play is, seeing them in terms of what play does is more 
appropriate and useful.  If one wishes to tackle what play is, it seems sensible to limit 
oneself to a description which allows for wide-ranging heterogeneity.  In animal play 
studies, three categories are typically used, which can occur simultaneously: 
solitary (or parallel) locomotor-rotational play (jumping, leaping, twisting, swinging, 
running), object play (carrying, dropping, manipulating, biting, mouthing), and social 
play (chasing, wrestling). (Burghardt, 2010a: 340) 
Most people will have directly experienced the majority of the above examples during their 
childhood and would be able to identify them in the play of young children.  Many of them 
are also identifiable in the practice of this project:20   
 
 
                                                          





Fig.5: Woman jumps footpath 
(locomotor-rotational). 




However, these categories are insufficient to capture the diversity of human play in child- 
and adulthood.  In their report on the crisis of play in US kindergartens, Miller & Almon 
identify twelve key types,21 but emphasise that, in reality, many will overlap and thus strict 
categorisation is not intended.  Their typology is as follows:  
large-motor, small-motor, mastery, rule-based, construction, make-believe, 
symbolic, language, sensory, rough-and-tumble, and risk-taking play, and playing 
with the arts. (2009: 53 W54)22 
                                                          
21 It should be noted that all twelve types can also be found in animals, which emphasises the need for an 
approach to studying play that admits the possibility of identifying play in any species (Burghardt, 2010b: 10). 
22 Although aimed at those working in early-years education, brief reflection reveals that this typology is 
appropriate for adult play also.  For example: football and many sports involve large-motor play, yet pool, 
darts, and board games involve small-motor play; additionally, board-games often involve symbolic play, as 
with Monopoly, and sometimes construction, as with Mouse Trap (although some would perhaps argue that 
DŽƵƐĞdƌĂƉŝƐĂĐŚŝůĚ ?ƐŐĂŵĞ ) ?ĂĚƵůƚƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐďĞƚǁĞen acquaintances, friends, and even between 
students and supervisors are often shot through with linguistic play, making this perhaps the most common 
form in adulthood; also, make-believe play is not confined to childhood, with fancy-dress parties being 
coŵŵŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĐŽƐƉůĂǇ ?ďĞŝŶŐĂŵŽƌĞŶŝĐŚĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ďƵƚŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚŚĂƐƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇŚƵŐĞůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŝŶƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƚǇ
since its origins in the 1930s (Go, 2015). 
Fig.7: Wrestlers wrestle (social). 
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I offer these categorical tools as an illustration of the complexity of play, yet, while it 
is important to remain aware of them, their practical use here is limited.  I am investigating 
performative ludic-environmental interactions of any type and have little interest in the 
categorisation of those interactions per se.  An analysis of the creative potential afforded by 
different play-types might be interesting; however, this would run the risk of narrowing 
focus and energy onto particular types, unhelpfully instrumentalising play and losing sight of 
its intrinsic value. 
Furthermore, no number of play-categories can definitively determine what play is.  
Biologist Patrick Bateson23 (2010: 41), even warns against accepting the putative notion that 
play is instantly recognisable, as does Burghardt (2010b: 9 W10), since this runs the risk of our 
projecting experiences, motivations, and dispositions drawn from our own adult human 
experiences that might not actually be in evidence.  Burghardt (2005, 2010b) argues that an 
ethological approach might get us closest to a definition of play.  With the aim of enabling 
common understanding across the multidisciplinary field of play research,24 Burghardt 
developed a set of five criteria, all of which must be satisfied in at least one respect for an 
instance of play to be identified: 
Play [1] is incompletely functional in the context in which it appears; [2] is 
spontaneous, pleasurable, rewarding, or voluntary; [3] differs from other more 
serious behaviours in form (e.g., exaggerated) or timing (e.g., occurring early in life 
before the more serious version is needed); [4] is repeated, but not in abnormal and 
unvarying stereotypic form (e.g. distressed rocking, pacing); and [5] is initiated in the 
absence of acute or chronic stress. (2010b: 17) 
As a working definition of play, this is the best currently available.  However, it is not 
without its problems, which reveal themselves in consideration of human play, for example 
in this project.25  Although I accept the scientific necessity of repeated observations for the 
                                                          
23 /ŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐůǇ ?ƚŚĞƚǁŽĂƚĞƐŽŶƐǁŚŽĨĞĂƚƵƌĞŝŶƚŚŝƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐĂƌĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ?WĂƚƌŝĐŬĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŐƌĂŶĚĨĂƚŚĞƌ ?Ɛ 
cousin was the geneticist William Bateson, whose son was Gregory Bateson.  In this chapter, unless otherwise 
stated, I am referring to Patrick Bateson. 
24 To illustrate, the American Journal of Play caters for ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƐĚŝǀĞƌƐĞĂƐ “psychologists, historians, 
early childhood specialists, animal play researchers, folklorists, sociologists, play therapists, and toy and game 
designers ? ?ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?
25 ŶŝŵĂůƉůĂǇďĞŝŶŐƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐ ?ƚŚe following issues may have eluded, or might not overly concern, 
Śŝŵ ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ĨŽƌĂĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐůĂŝŵƐƚŽĐĂƉƚƵƌĞƉůĂǇŝŶ “ĂŶǇƐƉĞĐŝĞƐŽƌĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? ? ? ? ? ?ď P 17), I think 
they are worth mentioning.   
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gathering of reliable data, I see no logical reason why any particular instance of play must be 
repeated in order to count as such.  I hope that perficipants will repeat and vary the tactics 
ƚŚĞǇĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ ?ďƵƚƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶĞŶƚĂŝůƐƚŚĂƚ ?ƵŶůĞƐƐƚŚĞǇĚŽƐŽ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
performances do not count as play.   
I also find the descriptors spontaneous, pleasurable, and rewarding problematic for a 
definition of play.  Voluntary is the descriptor I have least issue with.26  However, consider 
being coerced into playing a family board game at Christmas; can this be considered 
voluntary, spontaneous, pleasurable, or rewarding?  Burghardt may retort that this 
individual is not really playing, just as he would deny play to much of professional 
ƐƉŽƌƚƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?27 who surely find their career rewarding despite any 
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƵĂůŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?KŶĞŵĂǇŝŶĚĞĞĚƐĂǇƚŚĂƚŽŶĞǁĂƐ “ũƵƐƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
in my hypothetical board game.  However, one would then be pretending to play, which I 
ĂƌŐƵĞŝƐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ?ŽŶůǇĂƚŽŶĞƌĞŵŽǀĞĨƌŽŵŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƚŚƵƐŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐŚŽǁ
scientific definitions struggle when faced with the complexity of human play. 
Although Burghardt acknowledges the subjective nature of descriptors such as 
pleasurable (2010b: 14),28 I find their inclusion problematic for a supposedly objective 
definition.  In Perplexpedition #3,29 for example, the dad describes his impending bollard-
ǀĂƵůƚĂƐ “ŚŽƌƌĞŶĚŽƵƐ ?ĂŶĚ ?ŝŶ#8,30 >ŝŽŶDĂŶŝƐƵŶƐƵƌĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ “ĞŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚ ?ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐ
ŚŝƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞƐĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ďŽĚŝůǇ- and vocal-tonal-communication 
suggests that they enjoy their overall performance.  Furthermore, there seems a hint of 
irony to the utterances quoted above.  Sound judgements in such circumstances appear 
prohibitively slippery.  Also, perficipants of Spinstallation S4 felt that the presence of 
instructions rendered their Main-Task-play inauthentic, yet it has every appearance of 
                                                          
26 However, this would seem to implicate the notion of free will in the definition of play.  This significantly, and 
perhaps interestingly, complicates the issue, but is not something I will explore here. 
27 Denying play to professionals implies a false dichotomy between work and play, for which I criticised Stanley 
and Caillois earlier.  See footnote 13 and also Sutton-Smith (1997: 188-190) and Malaby (2009). 
28 Burghardt argues that the presence of subjective terms such as pleasurable are offset by others such as 
spontaneous.  Whereas the former is difficult to ascertain in animals that are behaviourally starkly different 
from ourselves, such as fish, Burghardt claims that the latter can be more reliably identified (2010b: 14).  
However, he does not reveal how spontaneity might be identified in a fish, which strikes me as a tall order. 
29 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-family-vault/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#3 The Family Vault). 




play.31  ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŝƐƵƐĞĨƵů ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐŚŽǁƉůĂǇŵĂǇďĞƌĞǁĂƌĚŝŶŐ
regardless of enjoyment; however, the difficulties discussed above indicate why I concern 
myself with the relations at play within the performances, eschewing their objective 
categorisation. 
 
2.4: Play/Playfulness Distinction 
 
/ĨŵǇĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵƐŽĨƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ď )ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŚŽůĚ ?ŝƚĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŚĂƚǁĞŵƵƐƚĂŐĂŝŶ
acknowledge that we do not really know what play is.  However, I argue that a positive 
move is to distinguish between, and develop separate concepts for, play and playfulness,32 
which Burghardt seems to conflate in his definition.  Naturally, I am not the first to conceive 
ŽĨƐƵĐŚĂŵŽǀĞ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƚŽŽ ?ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ ?E )ŽƚĂůůƉůĂǇŝƐƉůĂǇĨƵů ? ? ? ? ? ? PZ ? ? ) ?
elsewhere seeming to imply that he prefers a neutral definition of play (2010: 41), which I 
support.  Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƚŚĞƉůĂǇĨƵůĂƐ “ŵĞƚĂƉůĂǇ QƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƉůĂǇƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
                                                          
31           
 Clockwise from top-left: large-motor (dancing), make-
believe (creature pointing), symbolic (praising trees).  See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-2-
squadron/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S4 Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination) and 7.6.1. 
32 The conceptual discussion that follows aims to develop conceptions of play and playfulness equipped to deal 
with the complexity of both child and adult human play; this is their focus, which has been developed from the 
standpoint of this project.  Nonetheless, animal play research is still useful in this endeavour and is included in 
what follows, although I make no specific claims regarding any potential application of either concept in this 
area.  Although it is necessary at times to frame these concepts in terms of what play and playfulness are, both 
concepts are processual and intended as elucidations of what each group of phenomena do.  Neither concept 
is claimed to represent an exhaustive definition. 
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ĨƌĂŵĞƐŽĨƉůĂǇ ? ?ůĞĂǀŝŶŐ “ƚŚĞĨƌĂŵĞƐŽĨƚŚĞŵƵŶĚĂŶĞ ?ĂƐƚŚĞƉůĂǇƚŚŝŶŐƐŽĨƉůĂǇ ?dŚŝƐ
formulation sees play proceed in a structured, largely steady fashion, with playfulness being 
the agent of disruption, subverting expectation (1997: 147 W148).  Don Handelman extends 
Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉůĂǇĨƵů “may permeate both serious reality and 
play, or Qmay surge into presence within the mundane ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐ
is incorrect and also logically inconsistent with Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ?/ĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚ
Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐƉƌĞƐupposes play: to be playful is to play 
playfully.   
Handelman (2001) posits a dichotomy between that which is serious and that which 
is play,33 a dichotomy that has been deemed problematic at least since Huizinga (1970: 24).  
Further, a criticism Ehrmann (1968) makes of both Caillois (1961) and Huizinga (1970) 
applies here also.  He makes the important observation that these authors uncritically treat 
reality as a given ?ĂƐĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůƚŽƉůĂǇ ?ĂŶĚĂƐƚŚĞ “ǇĂƌĚƐƚŝĐŬ ?ďǇǁŚŝĐŚŝƚŝƐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ?  This 
Ehrmann deems  “ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇƵŶƐŽƵŶĚ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞƌĞĂůŝƚǇĐĂŶŶŽƚĞǆŝƐƚƉƌŝŽƌƚŽŝƚƐ
manifestations, which, in this case, are instances of play;34 thus, play and reality form one 
and the same problem (1968: 33).  In other words, play is every bit as much a constituent 
part of reality as the Higgs boson, gravitational waves, and bollards.  The difference 
between the items in the foregoing list is the level or scale at which they can be perceived, 
and to which discussions of them primarily pertain, not whether or not they are real, or how 
real they are.  (I say this notwithstanding the fact that future discoveries may alter scientific 
opinion; the results of the Large Hadron Collider that indicated the presence of the Higgs 
boson are real enough, independent of whether future findings revise the accepted 
interpretation of these early results.) 
A further definition is useful in unpicking my stance regarding play.  For Droogers, 
ƉůĂǇŝƐ “the capacity to deal simultaneously and subjunctively with two or more ways of 
classifying reality ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ǁŽƵůĚƐĂǇƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇŝƐƚŚĞĞŶĂĐ ŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚŝƐ
capacity.  Furthermore, in its enactment, the subjunctive mode of interaction with the world 
                                                          
33 As with Burghardt (2010b), I feel that the false dichotomy between work and play also underlies and 
influences ,ĂŶĚĞůŵĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )thinking on the subject. 
34 In this Ehrmann is not making an idealist claim, i.e. denying the existence of an objective universe, the 
 “EŽƵŵĞŶĂ ?ŽĨ<ĂŶƚŝĂŶƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ZĂƚŚĞƌŚĞŝƐŵĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉhenomena of 
play are not some mysterious category separate to all others and set against those phenomena that make up 
our experience; the phenomena of play constitute subjective reality just as do all other phenomena. 
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necessarily enters into reality and participates in its co-constitution.  Remembering Groos, 
we could describe play as the instantiation of an additional, coexistent mode of engagement 
ǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ35 ďĞǇŽŶĚ “ďůŝŶĚŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxx), but not replacing it.  In Sutton-
^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇŵŝŐŚƚďĞƚĞƌŵĞĚƚŚĞĂddition of a subjunctive 
 ? ‘ĂƐŝĨ ? )ŵŽĚĞƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝƐ ? )ŵŽĚĞŽĨǁŽƌů -engagement; I call this phenomenon 
subjunctivity.36  The subjunctive relates to potentiality and alternative interpretations and is 
not limited to classical logic  W it is extra-logical  W whereas the indicative relates to 
unambiguous functionality and proceeds by classical logic; it is the synchronous layering and 
coexistence of the two that I term subjunctivity.  (The alternative, or original, interpretations 
associated with the subjunctive will be revealed as particularly significant during my 
discussion of creativity in the next section of this chapter.)  This conception of play can also 
ďĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐĂďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ W from habitual, unilinear 
indicative engagement to a multilayered engagement comprising both indicative and 
subjunctive.  In this respect, my formulation distinguishes playfulness from play by virtue of 
ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚŝŶŐŝŶĨƵƌƚŚĞƌďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ŵore complex 
layering.37   
                                                          
35 Environment is taken here (as it is throughout this writing, unless otherwise stated or where the context 
implicitly implies another usage) to mean my tripled notion of environment as physical, social, and conceptual 
that I introduced in 1.3.1.  The term world should also be taken as an identically tripled notion. 
36 ,ĞƌĞ ?/ĂŵĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶdƵƌŶĞƌ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ “ƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĂŶĚ “ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 82 W84), although this should 
not be taken to imply the limitation of this discussion only to pretend-play; I aŵŚĞƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?ŽĨ
the subjunctive in the broadest possible terms, including physical action such as leaping.  Turner uses the term 
subjunctivity, but to refer to the subjunctive mode only, rather than as implying also the indicative.  
SubjunĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƉƉĞĂƌƐĂůƐŽŝŶ^ŚĞƉŚĞƌĚ ?tĂůůŝƐ ?ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶƉůĂǇĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŝƌ
precise usage is unclear. 
We can relate the indicative to the subjectively, but straightforwardly, logical according to previous 
experience, which is by no means to imply that it is unique to humans.  It is logical for flying animals to bash 
themselves against window panes, for example, because their subjective reality contains no notion of glass.  
&ŽƌƚŚĞŵ ?ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝƐ ?, mode entails that they ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂďůĞƚŽĨůǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐƉĂĐĞ ?.  Indeed, 
humans have been known to walk headlong into plate glass doors.  A similar principle can be seen at work 
ǁŚĞŶŚƵŵĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐďĞĐŽŵĞĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚĂƚĂƉŝĞĐĞŽĨƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇƚŚĂƚ “ĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚǁŽƌŬ ? ?ǁŚĞŶŝŶĨĂĐt it is the 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŝƚǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂƚĨĂƵůƚ ? The subjunctive mode I associate with play, by contrast, can 
expand beyond the straightforwardly logical whilst still accommodating it (Runco, 1996: 5), which, ironically, in 
the above examples might result in more objectively logical action.  This also suggests that subconscious 
processes resembling play are ever-present in human mentality, since otherwise we would not possess the 
psychological distancing required to perceive the indicative as indicative. 
37 This being an abstract and (at present) non-falsifiable theory of playfulness, it is not necessary, nor possible, 
to hypothesise the number of bifurcations required for playfulness to be instantiated.  It is more helpful, and 
probably accurate, to say that there is a somewhat-flexible, context-dependent threshold dividing play and 
playfulness.  Additionally, see 4.2.1 W4.2.2 & 5.2.2 for how this relates to GrĞŐŽƌǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨƉůĂǇ ?
which might be improved by distinguishing between play and playfulness. 
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I adopt ŚƌŵĂŶŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )position and accept the constructed nature of reality, 
which is to say that, as intimated above, I take reality to be a function or product of 
interactions; in order to discuss reality intelligibly, one must select, or delimit, a particular 
temporo-spatial area of description.  Integrating an ecological view, I would say that reality 
manifests a complex interrelation between the objective and subjective, which forms an 
inseparable whole, and which is not limited to humans.  Accordingly, I contend that, to the 
subject, the subjunctive is every bit as real as the indicative, with equal reality-constituting 
potential (realised relative to the extent to which it is engaged in), and, therefore, the 
generation of subjunctive potentiality involved in play and playfulness lends them the 
capacity to effect change in ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ personal ecologies.38  Indeed, the (internal) psychological 
ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐŝŶŐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚŝŶƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐůĂǇĞƌŝŶŐŽĨǁŽƌůĚ-engagement provides the necessary 
perspective to recognise the indicative as indicative but to recognise also that alternatives 
ĂƌĞƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ?ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?'ƌŽŽƐ ?ƐƚƌŝĐ ůǇŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ “ďůŝŶĚŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
xx) would reign.  In other words, without the addition of the subjunctive, no perception of 
potentiality would be possible, rendering creativity impossible also.  Whilst the foregoing is 
crucial both for my argument linking play(fulness) and creativity and that ludic practice can 
appreciably recalibrate environmental relations, I do not deem subjunctivity an exhaustive 
account of play(fulness). 
I argue that playfulness can also be described as a transformative, multidimensional 
affective atmosphere (Anderson, 2009), which is indeterminate, yet lends certain positive 
qualities39 to a neutral play-concept, and which results from the disposition to be playful.  
                                                          
38 Presuming that ƚŚĞƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ ‘ĞǆŝƐƚƐ ? ?it seems plausible that its very nature as subjunctive is implicated in 
the persistent, and, Ehrmann (1968) would say, erroneous, notion of a distinction between play and real life; 
ŝ ?Ğ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁĞĐĂŶĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚďŽƚŚ ‘ĂƐŝƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?, this creates the impression that the two are 
functionally distinct when it comes to constituting subjective reality, with the indicative only as having that 
ƌŽůĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞĂƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞ ?dŚŝƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞŝƐǀĂƌŝŽƵƐůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐĂ “ƉůĂǇ-
world ? ?Huizinga, 1970: 30) ? “ƉŚĂŶƚĂƐǇ ?(Freud, 1908: 421) ?ĂŶĚ “ŵĂŬĞ-believe ? ?Caillois, 1961: 9).  This last 
ƚĞƌŵŝƐƚĞůůŝŶŐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ĨŽƌƐŽůŽŶŐĂƐŝƚƉĞƌƐŝƐƚƐ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?ŽĨƚŚĞƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞďĞĐŽŵĞƐĂĨŽƌŵŽĨ ‘ĂƐŝƐ ? ĨŽƌƚŚĞ
subject.  That is to say, it becomes part of their reality.  An example of this common to all individuals is dream 
experience, yet this also occurs on social and global scales.  Take, for instance: the way in which people 
prepare more carefully for a storm if it has a name (Eysenck, 2016), the notion of confidence in the trading of 
ƐƚŽĐŬƐĂŶĚƐŚĂƌĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞůŝhoods of decisions taken thereunder according to what 
traders think might happen, the objective and material differences arising from the unequal distribution of the 
ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ‘ŵŽŶĞǇ ? ?ĂŶĚĂŶǇĂĐƚŝŽŶĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŶĂŵĞŽĨƌĞůŝŐŝŽŶ ?^ƵĐŚĂĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŝƐĂůƐo likely implicated in 
the inherent and fundamental role that metaphor plays in our engagement with the world, as described by 
Lakoff & Johnson ([1980] 2003). 
39 In advocating a neutral definition of play, I must stress that it is an abstract construct that would seldom, if 
ever, exist in reality.  Furthermore, playfulness is by no means the only possible affective atmosphere that can 
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Accordingly, both playfulness and the ludic disposition presuppose, but are distinct from, 
play-activity: one can play without being playful, but one cannot instantiate playfulness 
without playing.  Playfulness so often transforms play activity that conflation of the two is 
understandable, but I have attempted to show that it is possible (and, indeed, constructive) 
to separate them.  I differentiate my technical usage by capitalising Playfulness.   
Separating play and Playfulness allows, in principle, an objective definition of play to 
be constructed, though this is not necessary for my purposes.  Moreover, I conceive of 
Playfulness and the ludic disposition as fundamentally subjective, relational and bound up 
with humour, rendering them impervious to objective definition.40  I argue that it is the 
quality of Playfulness which chiefly carries the positive hedonic valence (i.e. positive affect) 
often attributed to play itsĞůĨ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƚŽŽ ?ƌĞƐĞƌǀĞƐ “ĨƵŶ ?ĨŽƌƉůĂǇĨƵůƉůĂǇ ? ? ? ? PZ ? ? ) ?DǇ
ƵƐĂŐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚůƵĚŝĐŝƐĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞ ‘ƉůĂǇĨƵůƉůĂǇ ? ? 
Following Droogers (2006: 81) and Sutton-Smith (1997: 147), the reflexivity inherent 
in the proposed conception of Playfulness implies awareness-of-self-within-process, which 
ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐZĞĂƐŽŶ ?ƐĚĞĐĞŶƚƌŝŶŐ-of-self (2017b: 46)41 introduced in 1.4.2.  With the 
concept of awareness-of-self-within-process, I intend to evoke the phenomenal experience 
of being performed by a system.  One is simultaneously aware of oneself both as an agent 
whose actions shape the course of the system processes in which one is embedded and as 
ĂŶŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞĚĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĂƚƐǇƐƚĞŵǁŚŽƐĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐƐŚĂƉĞŽŶĞ ?ƐĂĐtions.  The experience, 
which arose during my perfilitation of all strands but most strongly in Perplexpedition, is 
more of acting on intuition than out of conscious deliberation; linguistic thought seems not 
                                                          
be associated with play; negatively valenced atmospheres, with qualities such as frightening, can also arise 
within play.  I must also be clear that the positive qualities associated with playfulness can arise from play 
independently of playfulness; in my conception, playfulness is the combination of metaplay and positive 
hedonic valence. 
40 See A2.1 for an illustration of this, focusing on the subjectivity of humour. 
41 For a stimulating theoretical position which informs my thinking in this area, see Langfur (2013), who argues 
that self-ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂƚĞƐŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ-focus, thus characterising this as an ecological process, since 
this would require mutual modification (i.e. bidirectional causation).  For Langfur (2013), infants develop a 
sense of themselves as individuals when their primary caregiver reflects their prelinguistic gestures (such as a 
smile) back to them.  Self-awareness in this context does not automatically entail that an individual possessing 
ŝƚǁŝůůƉĂƐƐ'ĂůůƵƉ ?Ɛ ‘ŵŝƌƌŽƌ-ƚĞƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ƚŚŝƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚůŝŵŝƚƚŚĞƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶŽĨWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐƚŽŽŶůǇ
those species able to recognise their reflection.  It is important to contrast my usage of reflexivity, self-within-
process, and self-awareness with self-consciousness.  Crucially, awareness-of-self-within-Playful-process does 
not entail any conscious control of that process.  My research indicates that intuition and instinct more often 
drive the process, as I discuss in A3.3 WA3.3.1.  Indeed, inward-focus and attempts at conscious control often 
shatter ludic contexts.  This project aims to develop outward-focus, as I discuss in Chapter 3, 4.3 & 6.4.2. 
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ƚŽďĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŵŝƌƌŽƌƐŝŶƐƚĞŝŶ ?ƐĂĐĐŽƵŶt of the creative process (1954: 26).  By 
invoking intuition, I mean to imply a sense of awareness that goes beyond that which may 
associate with instinct. 
ŽƚŚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ď )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚĂŶĚŵǇŽǁŶŝŶǀŽŬĞĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀĞĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽĨ
oneself, but not in a way that is rational, nor of a self that is unitary; rather, they describe an 
affective experience of self-awareness that stems from and consists in a destabilisation of 
ƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƵŶŝƚĂƌǇƐĞůĨ ?ZĞĂƐŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŵƉůŝĞƐĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĞǆƉerience of 
being beside oneself (2017b: 45), which necessarily requires that oneself be multifaceted (or 
at least duofaceted), since one experiences being in two places at once: observer and 
observed.  My own concept of awareness-of-self-within-process also requires a multifaceted 
subjectivity, though mine stresses that the intrasubjectivity made possible by multifaceted 
ƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĞŶĂďůĞƐŽŶĞƚŽĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶĚŽŶĞ ?ƐĂŐĞŶĐǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĂŶĚƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐǁŚŝůƐƚ
one is being performed by them.  (As I explore further in 5.4.1, intrasubjectivity is the 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ) 
The reflexivity involved in Playfulness leads to another aspect of my distinction; I do 
not deem it possible to be absentmindedly Playful, yet it is perfectly possible to play 
absentmindedly.42  On a related note, describing the ludic as a disposition imbues it with 
intentionality, meaning that one cannot be Playful by accident.  We can see now that I find 
the ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŽƌƐŝŶĐƌŝƚĞƌŝŽŶ ? ? ?ŽĨƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ď )ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƚŽ
the Playful.   
Malaby describes play itself as a disposition, rather than activity (2009: 205).  Whilst I 
agree that, in adulthood at least, play is not confined to the categories of activity quoted 
above, and cannot be defined in opposition to work or the serious, in describing play as the 
ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚŽĨƌŽŽŐĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ?/ƌĞŶĚĞƌŝƚƵŶĞƋƵŝǀŽĐĂůůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?
According to its neutrality within my description, any activity can be augmented by play, 
whether or not it results in physical action.  Some activities, like the arts and games, 
presuppose play.  In turn, almost any activity augmented by play can be further augmented 
by Playfulness.  Instances of violence, for example, while amenable to augmentation by my 
                                                          
42 For an example of this, observe someone (other than yourself) playing with their hair.  I am not claiming that 
this activity will always be conducted absentmindedly, but rather that it often is (and that it is, therefore, 
possible to do so). 
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affect-neutral concept of play, are not amenable to further augmentation by Playfulness, 
since the latter entails positive affect.  (Sadistic enjoyment of violence would not count, as 
social Playfulness manifests in a positive affective atmosphere [Anderson, 2009] that 
implicates all involved; if consensual, mutually enjoyed violence  W such as sadomasochism  W 
were deemed Playful by the participants, it would no longer qualify as violence, strictly 
speaking.)   
Crucially, play(fulness)-as-ƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚďŽƚŚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?ƐĚĞĐĞŶƚƌŝŶŐ-of-
ƐĞůĨ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? )ĂŶĚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ?ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƐŝŶĐĞĂůůŝŵƉůǇĂ
layering of subjectivity.  As I explained above in relation to awareness-of-self-within-process, 
any awareness of decentring or being performed by ecologies requires a multifaceted self, 
the elements of which are able to apprehend and interact with one another; this is also the 
ĐĂƐĞǁŝƚŚƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚĞĚ ?ƉĂƌĂůůel modes of world-engagement.  I noted above 
that subjunctivity is necessary for moving beyond instinct to recognise the indicative as 
indicative; this has evolutionary implications, as I further explore in Chapter 4.  I also argue 
that the intrasubjectivity involved in play(fulness)  W the interplay between the subjunctive 
and indicative, for example  W is particularly dynamic, owing to the high levels of spontaneity 
and flexibility required to perpetuate play(fulness), which is enduringly fragile (Huizinga, 
1970: 40).  Although the suggested evolutionary implications of play(fulness)-as-
subjunctivity entail that the phenomenon has a certain universality, I contend that, in a 
human context, its dynamism and complexity render play(fulness) a powerful means of 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐĂŶĚĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŚĞŶŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚ
through the intensified decentring of participatory performance (Reason, 2017b: 47). 
 
I have presented a conception of play(fulness) that avoids important issues that I have 
identified with current theories.  As I will argue in the case studies of Part II, avoiding these 
issues has enabled my conception of play(fulness) to better account for and analyse 
experiences of The Ludic Triangle.  For instance, I find it problematic for definitions that 
claim to be objective to rely upon subjective criteria, such as enjoyment.  Although I do not 
offer one, my play(fulness) formulation allows for an objective definition of play, as I argue 
that subjective factors like enjoyment attach to Playfulness.   
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We will see in Part II that the complexity of adult human play means that its analysis 
is better served by my approach than the others I have discussed, especially in an artistic 
context, and especially when enjoyment may be a delayed response (as I consider in 5.3.7) 
or ironically denied (as I suggest is the case with LionMan in Perplexpedition #843).  Since this 
is an art project, I am less interested in the strict categorisation of actions or phenomena 
than in the experience of their atmospheres and the implications that this might have, 
hence why I most often use the compound play(fulness).  This is also why I characterise 
Playfulness ĂƐĂŶĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ “ ?ĞŵĂŶĂƚĞƐ ?ĨƌŽŵďƵƚ ?ĞǆĐĞĞĚƐ ?ƚŚĞ
ĂƐƐĞŵďůŝŶŐŽĨďŽĚŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ ŝƐƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ “ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚĞĂŶĚŝŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚĞ ?ƉƌĞƐŶƚĂŶĚ
ĂďƐĞŶƚ ?ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌĂŶĚǀĂŐƵĞ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?WůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŝƐƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞďŽƚŚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ŝŶ
that it can be perceived and felt by those not directly responsible for its creation, and 
subjective, in that it is indeterminate and therefore ultimately impervious to objective 
judgement.  For this reason, I do not concern myself with attempting to convince the reader 
whether examples from my practice manifest Playfulness or not.  In 5.3.3, I describe a 
moment from Perplexpedition that evidences the affective excess of the ongoing interaction 
affecting individuals who are not directly involved, but no amount of discussion could 
establish whether or not this moment constitutes Playfulness.  Indeed, the interactors 
themselves may have differed in their judgements. 
For me, play(fulness) does not take place in a separatĞ ‘ƉůĂǇ-ǁŽƌůĚ ? ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ?ŝƚ
demonstrates the complexity and dynamism of the way in which a singular reality is actively 
constructed and layered with multiple modes of engagement, at least for those species that 
play.  In Chapter 4, I will argue that this complexity troubles the notion of the objective-
subjective dichotomy, as does the affective atmosphere aspect of play(fulness) discussed 
above.  Throughout Part II, I will show that this commitment to a multi-layered, though 
singular, reality allows for both significant elucidation of the processes at work within The 
Ludic Triangle and for robust suggestions as to their philosophical importance. 
The flexible structuring of reality implied by this conception of play signals a possible 
link to creativity, which is compounded by the implication of awareness-of-self-within-
process and intentionality in the Playful.  Furthermore, the positive hedonic valence of 
                                                          




Playfulness posited here suggests that the link may be motivational as well as functional.  
Before exploring the potential for such links, however, I set out what I mean by creativity, 




There is greater, but by no means total, agreement with regard to what constitutes 
creativity than there is regarding play.  A standard definition of creativity is used throughout 
ƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚZƵŶĐŽ ?:ĂĞŐĞƌĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĂƐ “ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
stressing that the standard definition results from long history and debate.  Runco & Jaeger 
discern hints in works before 1900 that originality and usefulness would become the two 
criteria of creativity, but argue that Barron (1955)44 and Stein (1953) were largely 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĚĞƐĞƌǀĞĐŝƚĂƚŝŽn in contemporary 
ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚ ?^ƚĞŝŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂǁŽƌŬĂƐďĞŝŶŐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŝĨŝƚǁĂƐďŽƚŚ “ŶŽǀĞů ?ĂŶĚ
 “ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚĂƐ QƵƐĞĨƵů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?^ƚĞŝŶĐĂŶďĞĐƌĞĚŝƚĞĚŶŽƚŽŶůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚ
formulation of the now standard definition, but also for framing creative products as the 
chief measure and object of study, as opposed to the process or person, and for implicating 
ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐŝŶŝƚƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ďǇĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐŵƵƐƚďĞ “ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ QďǇĂŐƌŽƵƉ ?
(ibid).  Teresa Amabile observes that, by the 1980s, most definitions pertained to creative 
products (1983: 358), as does the standard definition today.  Any link between play(fulness) 
and creativity, however, would pertain primarily to the creative process, which makes 
evidencing such a link more difficult, since no product may be immediately perceptible.  
Furthermore, the processes themselves may remain obscure even to the individual engaged 
in them.  Amabile (1982) also foregrounded consensus.45  Her consensual technique for 
assessing creativity relies upon an operational definition that runs as follows: 
                                                          
44 ĂƌƌŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶǁĂƐŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŚĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇ ?ǇĞƚƐƚŽƉƉĞĚƐŚŽƌƚŽĨĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ
(Runco & Jaeger, 2012:  ? ? ) ?&ŽƌĂƌƌŽŶ ?ĂŶŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞŝƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇ “ƵŶĐŽŵŵŽŶ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽ “ĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞƚŽ
ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 479).   
45 Amabile (1982) ĚŽĞƐĐŝƚĞ^ƚĞŝŶ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇƌĞĨĞƌƚŽŚŝƐŚĂǀŝŶŐĨŝƌƐƚŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚƚŚĞ
importance of consensus.  FŽƌĂŶŽƚĞŽŶŵĂďŝůĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇĐĂŶŶŽƚ
be entirely objective and her conception of creative process as heuristic, see A2.2. 
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A product or response is creative to the extent that appropriate observers 
independently agree it is creative.  Appropriate observers are those familiar with the 
domain in which the product was created or the response articulated. Thus, 
creativity can be regarded as the quality of products or responses judged to be 
creative by appropriate observers, and it can also be regarded as the process by 
which something so judged is produced. (ibid: 1001) 
Even though Amabile (1982) permits the possibility of assessing a process as creative, this is 
possible only retrospectively once its products have been adjudged creative, so this 
technique is not of direct use here.   
Runco & Jaeger note that consensus and appropriate observers constitute long-
standing problems in creativity-assessment, since they entail an infinite regress: who judges 
ƚŚĞũƵĚŐĞƐ ?ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŶĞƐƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨƚŚĞũƵĚŐĞƐ ?ũƵĚŐĞƐ ?ZƵŶĐŽ ?:ĂĞŐĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
Amabile follows Stein (1953) by adĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐĂǀĞĂƚƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŝƐ
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůůǇĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůǇďŽƵŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ) ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐǁŝůůǀĂƌǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŝŵĞ ?ůƐŽ ?^ƚĞŝŶĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĂŶĚĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůĨƌĂŵĞƐŽĨ
ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ?3: 312), which is particularly useful in the present context.  Creativity that 
ƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĨƌĂŵĞƐŽĨƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŝƐĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇĐĂůůĞĚ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞĐ ? ?Ğ ?Ő ?ƌĂĨƚ ? ? ? ? ? ?
Csikszentmihalyi, 1996)  W ŽƌƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚZƵŶĐŽ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚĞƌŵƐ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ? W creativity, since 
ƚŚĞƐĞŶĞĞĚďĞŶŽǀĞůĂŶĚƵƐĞĨƵůŽŶůǇƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ? ‘ŝŐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŵƵƐƚƐĂƚŝƐĨǇĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů
frames of reference, since it is adjudged by others.  However, there is inconsistent use of 
creativity-categories in the literature46 and, furthermore, creativity-categorisation itself is 
problematic, since the fundamental processes are constant (Runco, 2014). 
                                                          
46 ƌĂĨƚƵƐĞƐ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞĐ ?ƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŚĂƚ “ŐƵŝĚĞƐĐŚŽŝĐĞƐĂŶĚƌŽƵƚĞ-ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐŝŶĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇůŝĨĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? )ĂŶĚ
ƚŚĂƚĐĂŶŚĂǀĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞŽŶůǇƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůďƵƚ “ŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽŚĂǀĞĂǁŝĚĞƌŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
is confusing.  Craft also appears to use the term for outcomes which have been shared with a group, but not 
subjected to scrutiny by the wider field within which it has been generated, and also for unshared thoughts 
 ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ) ?KŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌŚĂŶĚ ?ĞŐŚĞƚƚŽ ?<ĂƵĨŵĂŶĂƐƐĞƌƚƚŚĂƚĂůů ‘ůŝƚƚůĞĐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇŵƵƐƚďĞũƵĚŐĞĚďǇŽƚŚers 
 ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ŽĨĨ ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƌĂĨƚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ‘ůŝƚƚů Đ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƐŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐŶŽƚ
replicating something personally done previously or observed in others, but does not say whether the 
outcome must be judged by others  ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ŽĚĞŶƵƐĞƐŚĞƌŽǁŶƚǇƉŽůŽŐǇŽĨ ‘ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĨŽƌ
ŝĚĞĂƐǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞŶĞǁƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂŶĚ ‘ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĨŽƌƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞŶĞǁƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?
dŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚŵĂŬĞƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌĨĂŝƌůǇƐǇŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐǁŝƚŚ ‘ŝŐ- ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞ it must be open to judgement against all other 
ideas in history, but, as Boden talks specifically about ideas, which can remain private yet still be useful, it is 
unclear whether or how this might map onto other suggested creativity types.  Kaufman & Beghetto (2007, 
2009) broaden the conceptual framework of creativity beyond Big/little duality, which I discuss in 2.5.1.  Again, 
there is inconsistency in their application of their own concepts.  For example, they describe their concept of 
 ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚy as relating to process but also refer to it in terms of products (such as a novel combination of 
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2.5.1: Processual Creativity 
 
Seeing the prevailing dualist categorisation as restrictive, Beghetto & Kaufman developed 
ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ “ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ47 ƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ “the novel and personally meaningful 
interpretation of experiences, actions, and events ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚĞŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?
aims to facilitate greater clarity in research and discussion as well as purporting to bring 
welcome focus onto creative process (ibid: 73 W74); however, I follow Runco (2014) in finding 
the impulse to categorisation problematic.  EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ŝƚŝƐŚŽƉĞĚƚŚĂƚŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ŝŶ
this discussion will illuminate certain areas.   
Beghetto & Kaufman assert that judgemĞŶƚƐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĂƌĞŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ
intrapersonal (2007: 73 W74) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞůĂƚĞƐ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ƚŽŵǇŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŶƚƌĂƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŚĂƚ/
implicate in Perplexpedition video editing and solo Playfulness.48   ‘DŝŶŝ- ?ŝƐĞǆƉƌĞƐƐůǇďƵŝůƚ
upon (and, I suggest, dĞƌŝǀĂƚŝǀĞŽĨ )ZƵŶĐŽ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/
ĨŝŶĚŵŽƌĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůůǇƌŝŐŽƌŽƵƐĂŶĚŽĨŵŽƌĞƵƐĞƚŽƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ZƵŶĐŽ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝƐ
similarly process-ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƐ “manifested in the intentions and 
motivation to transform the objective world into original interpretations, coupled with the 
ability to decide when thŝƐŝƐƵƐĞĨƵůĂŶĚǁŚĞŶŝƚŝƐŶŽƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? W4).   
A clear link obtains, I argue, between these processual descriptions of creativity and 
my conception of Playfulness-as-subjunctivity, i.e. coexisting modes of world-engagement, 
together with reflexivity and intentionality.  A subjunctive perspective seems necessary for 
 ‘ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƚŽŽĐĐƵƌ ?ǁŚŝůƐƚƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚŝŶtentionality 
ƐĞĞŵƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĨŽƌŵĂŬŝŶŐŝŶƚƌĂƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?dŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĂƐŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚŝŶŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐŽĂůŝŐŶƐƚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?
Indeed, the hypothesis that a ludic disposition is positively correlated with creativity 
(Bateson & Martin, 2013) has empirical support (Bateson & Nettle, 2014).  The study in 
                                                          
ũĂǌǌƌŝĨĨƐ ?ĞŐŚĞƚƚŽ ?<ĂƵĨŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?DŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĂƐďĞŝŶŐũƵĚŐĞĚŝŶƚƌĂƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇ ?
yet also implicate it in the formal education process (ibid: 76 W77), which proceeds by interpersonal judgement.  
In addition to the misleading nature of creativity categorisation (Runco, 2014: 131), which I also discuss in this 
blog post), it strikes me that part of the problem lies in the fact that creative products are defined as both 
physical objects and ideas.  The difficulty then is delineating when a thought process becomes an idea, i.e. a 
product of thought, together with the implication that ideas are then somehow static.  This strikes me as a 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĞŶĚĞĂǀŽƵƌ ?ĂŶĚŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŶŽƚĐŽŶƐŽŶĂŶƚǁŝƚŚ'ƌĞŐŽƌǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐĞĞ4.2 W4.3.2 & 
A4.1).   
47 /ǁŝůůŚĞƌĞĂĨƚĞƌĚƌŽƉƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĨƌŽŵƚǇƉĞƐǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐŚĂǀŝŶŐĂƐŝǌĞ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ? ? 
48 See 5.4.1 for intrasubjectivity in my video editing. 
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question did use a divergent thinking task as a measure of creativity when, as previously 
mentioned, such tasks only test creative potential (Runco, 2008), not least because 
ĚŝǀĞƌŐĞŶƚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ ?ƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ŝĨĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ
and play(fulness) share similar operational characteristics,49 it is likely that a propensity for 
one may promote the enaction of the other and vice versa, since the same developmental 
pathways and structures would be available to both.50   
In evolutionary terms, play almost certainly predates creativity, since play is argued 
to drive behavioural novelty and cognitive development (Burghardt, 2014: 93), and since an 
organism must first produce novel behaviours before possibly judging their usefulness.  This 
being so, it appears plausible that play could be an essential precursor for the evolution of 
creativity (Burghardt, 2010b: 17; Bateson, 2010: 45).  Furthermore, as play(fulness) is 
associated with positive experience (although this is, in my view, often wrongly deemed 
inherent to play itself) and is, therefore, attractive and rewarding, it seems reasonable to 
suggest that any causal relation might travel from play(fulness) to creativity (though not 
necessarily directly).  Bateson, too, argues that the positive hedonic valence of playfulness 
encourages behaviour which facilitates creativity (2015: R15).  
 
2.5.2: Creativity & Development 
 
Both Runco (1996) and Beghetto & Kaufman (2007, 2009) expressly associate their creativity 
theses with developmental concerns.  Runco argues that creativity requires a complex of 
skills, combining those gained as one matures with those found early in childhood (1996: 3).  
This highlights another potential link between play(fulness) and creativity, since the key 
childhood component of creativity is uninhibited experience-transformation (ibid: 4), which 
                                                          
49 This is further evidenced by the fact that both play (Bateson, G., 2000: 15) and creativity (Runco, 1996: 5) 
have been argued to permit, or promote, operations that proceed according to their own logic, which is 
potentially incompatible with conventional logic, but which nonetheless interacts with it.   
50 I must stress that this in no way should be taken to imply that play(fulness) and creativity are inextricably 
linked, or can only be enacted simultaneously; each process can occur independently of the other.  Nor should 
this be taken to imply that all play(fulness) forms a creative process or produces creative products.  The 
flexibility and associated potential for novelty implicated in play(fulness) has no impact on the usefulness 
criterion of creativity.  Play(fulness) may be one of many means by which novel ideas arise, which are then 
evaluated in respect of their usefulness so as to constitute creativity.  That said, given its apparent deep 
evolutionary roots (Groos, 1898; Fagen, 1981; Smith, 1982; Burghardt, 1984, 2005, 2014; Bateson, 2010; etc.), 
perhaps playfulness is the main means, at least in humans. 
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is another way of describing subjunctivity.  We now see the importance of the correlation 
between play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity and original, or alternative, interpretations that I 
described in 2.4 above.  As my project developed, it became apparent that I should focus on 
engaging adult participants, since the greatest potential impact could be produced by 
reconnecting adults with this childlike aptitude, which points to the pedagogical aspect of 
this project.51  Runco & Pina posit the need for such reconnection when they observe that 
ĂĚƵůƚƐ “ƚŽŽŽĨƚĞŶƌĞůǇŽŶƌŽƵƚŝŶĞ ?ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?ƚŚƵƐŝŶŚŝďŝƚŝŶŐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
creativity (2013: 380). 
 ĞŐŚĞƚƚŽ ?<ĂƵĨŵĂŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĂƐƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĞƉŽŶƚŚĞƌŽĂĚƚŽ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞ- ?ĂŶĚ ?ŝŶĂ
ƚŝŶǇŵŝŶŽƌŝƚǇŽĨĐĂƐĞƐ ? ‘ig- ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ĚŽŶŽƚƐĞĞ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?ĂƐƐŽůĞůǇĂĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂů
milestone that is left behind.52  In agreement with Craft et al. (2013), I argue that  ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?
ŵƵƐƚďĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚŝŶ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞ- ?ĂŶĚ ?ŝŶŵǇǀŝĞǁ ? ‘ŝŐ- ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ “novel and personally 
meaningful [interpretationƐ ? ? ?ĞŐŚĞƚƚŽ ?<ĂƵĨŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŵƵƐƚďĞĂƚǁŽƌŬŝŶĂŶǇĨŽƌŵ
of creativity.  ƌĂĨƚĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƉƌŝŵĂƌǇĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇůŝŵŝƚƚŚĞŝƌ
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƚŽ ‘ůŝƚƚůĞ-Đ ? ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ‘ůŝƚƚůĞ- ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŝŐ- ?ĂƌĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞĚonly by the extent to 
ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŝƌŶŽǀĞůƚǇĂŶĚƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐĂƌĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐ^ƚĞŝŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ
 “ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŽƵƚĐŽŵĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇĞǆŝƐƚĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?
ZĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨ ‘ŵŝŶŝ-Đ ?Ɛ ?ƵƐĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŝƚƐƚĂŶĚƐƚŽƌĞĂƐŽŶƚŚĂt the development of creativity 
would begin here simply because one must first have an idea before one can express it; 
there is nothing to prevent something judged as novel and useful intrapersonally from also 
being interpersonally recognised as such, once expressed or made manifest.  As Runco 
notes, his separation of the personal and social aspects of creativity is parsimonious (1996: 
6), rather than due to any difference in kind between the two.  This links back to my notion 
of Playfulness-overlap between individuals.53  :ƵƐƚĂƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
WůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŵƵƐƚŽǀĞƌůĂƉ ?ƐŝŶĐĞǁĞĐĂŶďĞWůĂǇĨƵůƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?ƐŽƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŝŶƚƌĂƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
judgements of novelty and usefulness must also, since social consensus on creative products 
is often achieved. 
                                                          
51 See Chapters 3&7 ĨŽƌŵŽƌĞŽŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĐĂůĂƐƉĞĐƚ ? 
52 This is the equivalent in creativity research of the error, described by Pellis et al. (2015), of play researchers 
deeming play confined to childhood. 
53 I discuss the notion of Playfulness-overlap in 1.3.1.1 & A2.1. 
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 With personal creativity, Runco provides an alternative perspective on the restrictive 
notion of linear creativity-ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚďǇĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ “ďŽƚŚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚŝĞƐ
ĂŶĚĚŝƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) PĚŝƐĐƌĞƚŝŽŶƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐŵĂƚƵƌŝƚǇ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?ĂŶĚĨŽƌmal logic, 
ǁŚŝůƐƚƚŚĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĚĞƉĞŶĚƐƵƉŽŶĂĐŚŝůĚůŝŬĞƵŶĐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ
(ibid: 12 W14).  The notion of creativity-development as multidimensional, not unilinear, 
mirrors Sutton-^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵŽĨWŝĂŐĞƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨƉůĂǇ ?Ɛƌ ůĞǁŝƚŚŝŶ
ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?dŚŝƐŵƵůƚŝĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇĂůƐŽƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ?
2010b) tripartite process-ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐǇƐƚĞŵĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ƐĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?WƌŝŵĂƌǇƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝƐ
ƉůĂǇďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌǁŚŝĐŚĂƌŝƐĞƐĨƌŽŵ “ŶŽŶ-play factors ƐƵĐŚĂƐ QŝŵƉƵůƐŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚĐƵƌŝŽƐŝƚǇ ?
ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ “ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐƉůĂǇŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?ĂŶĚƉŽƐƐŝďůǇǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂŶǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚ
 ?ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?/ŶŚƵŵĂŶƐ ?ǁĞĐŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ‘ĚƵƚǇ ?ĂƐĂŶŽŶ-play factor and classify 
my earlier board game and S4 examples as priŵĂƌǇƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƌĞƚŝĐĞŶƚƉůĂǇĞƌƐ ?
points of view), although Burghardt may still disagree.   
Primary becomes secondary process when play assumes an important role in the 
maintenance of physiological, behavioural, and perceptual condition for a species and when 
intrinsic motivation becomes a factor (ibid).  Although positive experience may result from 
primary or secondary play, my conception of Playfulness would be absent from both 
because neither admit of metaplay.  This observation clarifies my earlier argument that the 
positive affect I attribute to Playfulness is not restricted to the ludic alone: play can be fun, 
but Playful play is fundamentally fun.   
Tertiary play is that which has become significant, though not necessarily critical, for 
the attainment of cognitive, social, and physical skills and, thus, for the crossing of 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚƐ ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐƐǇƐƚĞŵŝŵƉůŝĞƐůŝŶĞĂƌƉŚǇůŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐ
and ontogenetic progression, the resonance with personal creativity lies in the fact that, 
even for animals (e.g. humans) whose play is mainly tertiary (Burghardt, 2014: 92), primary 
and secondary play may also occur (Burghardt, 2005: 119 W120).  This indicates 
developmental discontinuity as well as continuity, thus pointing to another structural 
similarity between play(fulness) and creativity. 
Burghardt explicitly links tertiary play with creativity (2005: 119), yet any link must 
be indirect since play generates novelty without consideration of usefulness (Bateson, 2010: 
45).  Also, since even primary play produces behavioural variation (Burghardt, 2005: 119), 
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every play-process has the potential to facilitate creativity, providing that the individual 
possesses sufficient cognitive complexity to deploy discretion.  Furthermore, Burghardt 
suggests that the development of play may have been a major driver of cognitive 
complexification (2010b: 17), which seems to render play(fulness) invaluable.54  I develop 
and expand upon my arguments regarding play(fulness) and evolution in Chapter 4; 
however, it is sufficient at present to posit plausible links between play(fulness) and 
creativity.  I argue that, whilst play(fulness) might not make a person more creative, in the 
same way that teaching creates conditions for learning to occur (Rogers, [2002] 2010: 53), 
play(fulness) creates conditions for creativity to occur.  Yet, just as people can learn without 
formal education, people can be creative without being playful. 
 
2.6: Conclusion ² Play(fulness) & Creativity 
 
To conclude, I outline and clarify what I perceive to be the potential links between 
play(fulness) and creativity.  If play and, to a greater extent, Playfulness involve bifurcations 
ŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌůĚ-engagement from purely indicative into indicative and subjunctive, and the 
ůĂǇĞƌŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŵŽĚĞƐ ?ƚŚĞŶƚŚŝƐŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞƐƚŚĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇŽĨŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
action in the present.55  This is akin to the Groosian notion of incomplete instincts, where 
instincts are the entirely functional meshing of organism and environment in an inescapably 
indicative mode.  Bateson, similarly, observes that play is unnecessary for the acquisition of 
ůŝĨĞƐŬŝůůƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ƐĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƉŚǇůŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŽƌĚĞƌĂƚ
many independent points in time (Burghardt, 2005: 181 W379; Pellis et al., 2015: 331 W332) 
means that the benefits of play(ful)-subjunctivity must have outweighed the costs 
associated with diminished immediate functionality.  One benefit that logically follows from 
such bifurcatory layering, or Piagetian figure-ground decontextualisation, is creative 
potential, since the distancing effect inherent in decontextualisation  W the psychological 
distance between indicative and subjunctive perspectives  W allows for original and 
potentially useful associations, applications, and behaviours to emerge.  In fact, Runco 
                                                          
54 For more on play(fulness) and cognitive complexification, see 4.2.1 W4.2.2. 
55 Indeed, modelling suggests that play would have been what is termed a spiteful behaviour when first it 
evolved, i.e. ŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƐƵƉŽŶĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ ?ƐĨŝƚŶĞƐƐ ?ǁŝƚŚĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĐŽŵŝŶŐŽŶůǇůĂƚĞƌ
and indirectly (Auerbach, Kanarek & Burghardt, 2015: 5 W6). 
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specifically highlights the ontogenetic importance of environmental conditions conducive to 
imaginative play, implicating them in the fulfilment of creative potential (2016: 98). 
 
An important corollary of play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity is that play(fulness) actively 
generates potentiality.  Play creates and maintains this potentiality, with or without 
recourse to reflexivity and intentionality.  Playfulness then involves complexification and 
self-reflexive awareness of potentiality, suggesting that it provides an opportunity for 
(though is not itself involved in) evaluating the usefulness of a multiplicity of potentialities.  
When evaluation is made, we can say that creativity is at work.  Stein saw creativity as 
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚďǇƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŽƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂĐǇŽĨĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƐƵůƚƐŝŶĂ “ůĂĐŬŽĨŚŽŵĞŽƐƚĂƐŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?tĞ
can align the indicative with the determinate in this formulation, its incompleteness 
revealing the need for subjunctivity.  Paradoxically, subjunctive flexibility allows (mental) 
homeostasis to be maintained (Bateson, G., 2000: 507), which constitutes another surfacing 
of the theme of the balancing act given that homeostasis denotes a dynamic point of 
balance within a complex system.  To operate in such flux and indeterminacy, Stein argues 
ƚŚĂƚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐƚŚĞ “ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽƚŽůĞƌĂƚĞĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ? ?ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐƚŽƐĞĞŬ 
solutions despite lacking total comprehension (1953: 312).  I maintain that ludic activity 
involves actively putting oneself in a state of potentiality, i.e. ambiguity, since subjunctivity 
ĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĞƐĂŶĚŚĞŝŐŚƚĞŶƐƚŚĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚŝŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂĐǇŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝronmental relations.  It 
follows that projects such as mine, which facilitate ludic interactions, can develop 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĐĂŶƉůĂƵƐŝďůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇƵƉŽŶ
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ŵĂŬĞŶŽĐůĂŝŵƌegarding the realisation of that 
potential. 
 
2.7: Postscript ² Implications 
 
I do not find the copyist epistemology for which Sutton-Smith (1966) criticised Piaget (1962) 
inherently problematic.  Firstly, a non-copyist epistemology would entail the creation of 
knowledge ex nihilo somewhere along the line, which is unsatisfactory.  Secondly, the 
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bringing together of existing elements in an original formation is sufficient for creativity, so 
long as it is appropriate or useful (Stein, 1953: 311).  Thus, we can see that play(fulness) 
ďƌŝŶŐƐĂďŽƵƚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
world.  Complexification allows for emergence, which suggests that play(fulness) provides 
creative potential, not through magical acts of creation ex nihilo, but through facilitating 
novel formations which are synergistic (i.e. co-operative or complementary) in character 
and could become more than the sum of their parts (cf. Corning, 2012).  In fact, this 
conception arguably positions play(fulness) as central to, and/or an expression of, what 
allows agents to consciously alter their environments, since an individual must be able to 
perceive subjunctively in order to conceive of possible alterations that could be made.  
Awareness-of-self-within-process, which I implicate in my notion of Playfulness, would then 
allow for more and more complex conceptions as well as intentional action in light of them.  
ƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚĞĞŵĞĚƚŚĞ “ŬĞǇĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐŽĨŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ? ?ZƵŶĐŽ ?
2016: 98).  It could be that play(fulness) provides the evolutionary basis for its development.   
The presence of a capacity does not entail the enactment of that capacity, however 
(Runco & Pina, 2013: 380).  In the next chapter, taking education as an exemplary field, I 
argue that current socio-cultural and political trends inhibit play(fulness), which is likely to 
ŝŶŚŝďŝƚƚŚĞĨƵůĨŝůŵĞŶƚŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŝƐƐƵĞ ?
given that the importance of creativity to prosperity can only increase as job automation 
increases, led by artificial intelligence (Fenech, Elliston & Buston, 2017).  Another key, 
interrelated argument is that the ability to tolerate, and act within, a state of ambiguity, 
which my project fosters, is of vital current importance.  These claims represent two key 
lines of argument for the value and potential impact of this project.   
ĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĞƉŽĐŚďĞŝŶŐǁŝĚĞůǇƚĞƌŵĞĚĂŶ “ĂŐĞŽĨƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ? (Bauman, 
2007; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007; Lee, 2001; Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons, 2001), the 
contemporary tendency towards ever-greater rationalisation and quantification, 
exemplified by education reform, is antithetical to the development of the subjunctive 
mode that I argue is fundamental to the ludic and, by association, to creativity.  For all the 
criticisms that others and I have made, we learn from Groos, Huizinga, Caillois, Piaget, and 
Burghardt that the capacity for play runs so deep in our phylogenetic, ontogenetic, social, 
and cultural heritage that it is intrinsic to the fabric of our reality.  It is to our detriment that 
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this is not sufficiently recognised at present; to rectify this situation and act accordingly 
could be crucial for our future progress and development.  In the next chapter, I first 
describe the state of affairs that places inhibitory pressures on the development of 
play(fulness).  I then set out the pedagogical principles, embodied by The Ludic Triangle, 
ƚŚĂƚŶŽƚŽŶůǇĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉƌŽƉĂŐĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ďƵƚĐŽƵůĚĂůƐŽĚŽƐŽ 
within mainstream education if the overall system evolved to a configuration that is no 
longer inimical to play(fulness).
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Chapter 3: Social & Personal 
Context ² Ludic Pedagogy 
 
3.1: Introduction  
 
In Chapter 2, I developed my PaR-ready play(fulness) formulation, positioning play as of 
considerable importance to the development of creative potential and Playfulness as 
potentially enabling the realisation of creativity.  With considerable job-automation fast 
approaching, resulting from developments in Artificial Intelligence (AI), the development of 
creativity is imperative, since creativity is beyond current AI capability (IBM, 2017).1  Any 
inhibition of play(fulness), therefore, is a critical issue, especially within education.  
WĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚŝŶǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĂŶ
important area (cf. Nicholson, 2011), but are not the main focus of this chapter; I will throw 
into relief certain aspects and qualities, embodied by The Ludic Triangle, that are of benefit 
to general educational practice.   
This chapter has twin purposes: to ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ value and potential impact 
at a time characterised by ludic-inhibition and -institutionalisation and to respond to this 
situation by formulating the aforementioned aspects and qualities into a progressive model 
for education, which I term ludic pedagogy (LP).  The former purpose represents the social 
context in which this project is situated and the latter evokes key aspects of my personal 
history from which my practice developed, although the two intertwine.  Not only does my 
practice constitute a contribution to socially engaged live art, but its core attributes of 
fostering intrinsic motivation and increased tolerance of ambiguity together with its 
ontological orientation are all important pedagogical principles currently being squeezed 
                                                          
1 Although estimates vary greatly, either 35 or 10% respectively (for the UK), depending upon whether one 
assesses the future automation of entire jobs (Frey & Osborne, 2013) or individual tasks (Arntz, Gregory & 
Zierahn, 2016), it is generally accepted that a significant proportion of jobs are likely to be automated by the 
early 2030s.  Researchers disagree on the possibility of creative computers (IBM, 2017); it remains the case, 
however, that the less routine a job is, the more difficult that job is to automate (Hawksworth et al., 2017).  
Therefore, the novelty involved in creativity, which play(fulness) generates, will become ever more valuable.  
Indeed, the Future Advocacy think-ƚĂŶŬƵƌŐĞƐƚŚĞh<ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƚŽ “ĨƵƚƵƌĞ-ƉƌŽŽĨ ?ƚŚĞĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶƐǇƐƚĞŵďǇ
ĂĚĂƉƚŝŶŐŝƚƚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ “ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƐŬŝůůƐ ? ?&ĞŶĞĐŚ ?ůůŝƐƚŽŶ ?ƵƐƚŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?Wůay(fulness) 
could be key to this; however, this chapter shows that education reform is taking a drastically different path. 
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out of the English education system.  This situation becomes yet more pressing as 
automation advances.  A ludic pedagogy (LP) is called for; in the second half of this chapter, I 
articulĂƚĞ>W ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞ ?/ŶƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚŚĂůĨ ?/ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ
the current social context that, I argue, inhibits and institutionalises my conception of the 
ludic and therefore requires a response.  Though not sufficient on their own, both The Ludic 
Triangle and the LP extracted from it represent valuable elements of such a response. 
Despite a recent explosion of adult-play opportunities (Inner Child, 2016) and 
continued growth of the gaming industry (Ukie, 2016), I aim to show that certain socio-
cultural and political trends of recent times inhibit play(fulness) together with the potential 
creativity and other benefits associated with it.2  Though these are by no means presented 
as the only such trends, the three interrelated tendencies I shall discuss are the privileging 
of data,3 culture of accountability, and drive for marketisation.  I will weave their discussion 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?ĂƐďĞĨŝƚƐƚŚĞƐĞƚƌĞŶĚƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚŶĞƐƐ ?ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ
ŶŐůĂŶĚ ?ƐĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?/ use education as a social barometer because this is an area 
where the effects of these trends have been particularly keenly felt, but also because 
education is the institution which has the greatest role to play in the socialisation of 
citizens.4  As Dewey observes, education is  
that form of community life in which all those agencies are concentrated that will be 
most effective in bringing [an individual] to share in the inherited resources of the 
[society], and to use his [sic] own powers for social ends. (1959: 22) 
                                                          
2 Given the close, but albeit indirect, links between play(fulness) and creativity established in Chapter 2, it is 
reasonable to conclude that situations which inhibit one are likely to inhibit the other.  As such, during this 
chapter, when either term is mentioned it should be taken as implying also the other.   
Although my play(fulness) formulation frames play as a common component within human life (see also 
Chapter 4), and therefore it is primarily Playfulness which is inhibited by these trends, I contend that play itself 
can be inhibited by them also.  For this reason, and because this chapter is more contextual than technical, I 
mainly use the word play(fulness) throughout. 
3 ŵƉůŽǇŝŶŐĂƵƐĂŐĞǁŝĚĞƐƉƌĞĂĚŝŶĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?/ƵƐĞƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ “ĚĂƚĂ ?ŝŶƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌĂƐĂƐŚŽƌƚŚĂŶĚĨŽƌ
quantitative data. 
4 Education is also an area of which I have extensive experience and close personal links, having spent more 
than two-thirds of my life so far as a pupil and student, as well as practising education in various forms in my 
adult life.  I have worked as: both a teaching and learning-support assistant in my old primary school and 
nursery, a youth drama teacher, an assistant to a lecturer in law (both under- and postgraduate), and now 
teach within the drama department at Kent, together with university outreach work to local secondary 
schools.  Further, my mum has had a long career as a primary school teacher (also at my old primary school, 
although she began after I had gone to secondary school) and I have many friends who are or were teachers, 
including one who now works as an education journalist.  In this chapter, I draw upon the anecdotal evidence 
of key individuals from my life who are intimately connected with education. 
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dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ƚŚĞĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ?ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ĂŶĚĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞŽĨĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶƐǇƐƚĞŵŚĂǀĞĂ
profound effect on the future of its society.  Through direct and indirect effects on learners, 
which intertwine in the intense focus on quantitative outcomes, the trends traced here 
filter, frame, and constitute resources inherited,5 influencing what younger generations 
perceive their powers to be, what values they ascribe to their powers, and to what ends 
they might put them.  In this way, the inhibition of play(fulness) within education via these 
trends is likely to inhibit its general future, increasing the importance of projects such as 
mine.  Also, the trends discussed here necessarily reflect the society within which they 
operate; they constitute hallmarks.  Marketisation and accountability reflect consumerist 
society (Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005 and Murphy, 2011, respectively), and the primacy of data 
reflects the enduring dominance of the positivist knowledge paradigm (Reason, 2017a: 32; 
Nelson, 2013: 26; Breen & Darlaston-Jones, 2010; Kingsbury, 2002), both of which structure 
society in ways that inhibit the ludic.6  Thus, play(fulness) is under pressure in both 
childhood and adulthood, yet offers particularly potent means with which to negotiate our 
present moment and our future.   
 
Calling LudicrousPilgrim ?dŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞŽĨŶŐůĂŶĚ ?ƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŚĂŶŐƐŝŶƚŚĞďĂůĂŶĐĞ ?
your country needs you! 
 
3.1.1: An Uncertain World 
 
Play(fulness) offers vital ways of developing resilience in a world of uncertainty where the 
indeterminacy (Stein, 1953: 312) that I noted in 2.6 is growing, perhaps exponentially, more 
acute.  Uncertainty is arguably the defining characteristic of our times (Bauman, 2007; 
Weick & Sutcliffe, 2007; Lee, 2001; Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons, 2001), which renders the 
ability to withstand a state of ambiguity an essential personal quality and the ability to 
flourish therein highly desirable.  In this light, the ludic-ecological recalibration offered by 
                                                          
5 Quantification, accountability culture, and marketisation filter resources, in that they affect curricula (for 
example, arts subjects being excluded from the EBacc performance measure); frame resources, in that they 
provide the context in which education takes place; and constitute resources, in that they are epistemological, 
ethical, and ideological systems that reflect significant aspects of society in which young people are immersed. 
6 See A3.1 for a discussion of consumerism and positivism in this context. 
 75 
 
my project gains greater significance beyond generating creative potential.  Although 
uncertainty, and the need to equip younger generations to deal with it, is recognised by 
education-policy-makers (e.g. Morgan, 2016), in this chapter I argue that the system is 
increasingly being structured so as to preclude this possibility. 
There are subjects within which ambiguity has limited direct use and precision has 
more value, such as engineering,7 yet these are few.  In any case, I am proposing general 
pedagogical attitudes, not plug-and-play teaching tools.  It is also fair to say that certainty, 
i.e. the indicative, is of most use when teaching the basics of a subject or discipline.  
However, by the same token, uncertainty, i.e. the subjunctive, is invaluable when increasing 
ƚŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇŽĨƐƚƵĚǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚŝƐĂůůŽǁƐƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐƚŽƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƚŚĞ ‘ǁŚĂƚŝĨ ?ŽĨƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ
ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŝƌƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƐƚƌĞƚĐŚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?ŽŶĞĐŽƵůĚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
entire educational trajectory, both within a discipline and in general, as requiring an ongoing 
increase in complexity if progress is to be made.  As with creativity in the last chapter, I do 
not argue that play(fulness) provides the only means of structuring subjunctivity into 
pedagogy, but I present it as an effective means of doing so.  Although my practice is 
primarily aimed at adult perficipants, this chapter aims to show that pedagogies which 
embody certain of its essential attributes would better serve current and future generations 
than pedagogies consonant with the present system.  
 
3.2: Institutionalised Play(fulness) 
 
Before turning to the inhibition of play(fulness) in the education system and society more 
widely, it is important to note that play is not absent from contemporary life in the UK; far 
from it.  It is Playfulness which is primarily inhibited by these trends, rather than my neutral 
play-ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ?dŚŝƐĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶŝƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƐŝŶĐĞWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ
associates with increased creative potential, as I explained in 2.6, with the corollary of 
increased ambiguity tolerance, not forgetting wellbeing derived from its inescapable 
                                                          
7 Even in engineering, it is impossible to eliminate uncertainty entirely and an awareness of uncertainty factors 
is crucial.  In fact, quality design and manufacture is always a case of balancing the expense of maintaining low 
ƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞƐŽĨ “ŶŽŝƐĞĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ ? ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĨĂƵůƚǇĐŽŵƉonents, with the risks of 
product failure resulting from high tolerances (Huele & Engel, 2006: 380). 
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positive affect.  Specificity is consequential here, since it could be argued that play(fulness) 
pervades modern culture (Ryan, 2015: 2; Combs, 1995: 77 W79), which could be taken to 
suggest that it needs no facilitation.  However, the distinctly heterogeneous nature of play 
means that the presence of certain play-forms in no way entails that a particular situation is 
conducive to forms across the play-spectrum.  I argue that LudicrousPilgrim ?ƐŬŝŶĚƐŽĨ
play(fulness) are not prevalent, nor highly valued, within contemporary Anglo-American 
culture.  As Omasta & Chappell observe, play is now often constructed and defined by 
commercial or institutional ideologies (2015b: 154).8  This, I suggest, can serve to close out 
conditions for Playfulness and even contribute to a situation in which Playfulness is not seen 
as viable, appropriate, or desirable.  A neutral play-concept more readily lends itself to being 
co-opted for extrinsic ends than does an inherently subjective, subversive, and 
unpredictable notion of Playfulness. 
 
3.2.1: Gamification  
 
A prime example of contemporary, commercially-oriented play is the increasingly popular 
activity of (video) gaming.9  According to the UK Interactive Entertainment (Ukie),10 42% of 
the UK population aged 6 W64 play video games (which is employed as an umbrella term 
covering virtual games on all platforms including PC, consoles, mobile devices, and social 
media).  Ukie (2016) report that the UK video games industry was worth £4.19 billion in 
2015 (an increase of 7.4% on the previous year), that games outsold both video and music 
                                                          
8 tŚĞŶ/ƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶ ?ŚĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚ ?ŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƐĚĞƌŝǀĞĚĨƌŽŵŝƚ ?/ŝŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĞŵƚŽĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞ
reference to commercial organisations unless another usage is made clear by the context. 
Since this project sits within the institution of the academy, I am aware of the irony in my attempt to position 
it in opposition to institutionalised play(fulness).  However, the core academic principles of rigour and criticism 
enable me to do so, as they ensure that the project is one of inquiry and not indoctrination or enculturation.  
Also, of course, if there is any defining ideology to this project it is a personal, and not an institutional, one.  
This project is predicated on the premise of subjective Playfulness-overlap between individuals.  I am 
investigating my own subjectively-situated notion of Playfulness by bringing it into contact with that of others; 
this is a dialogic project in the Freirean (1972) sense.  /ŶŽƚĞĂůƐŽƚŚĂƚ&ƌĞŝƌĞ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚŵǇ>W
ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ?ŚĞŶĐĞƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŚĞƌĞ ? 
9 Theme parks are another good example of commercially co-opted play(fulness), as I discuss in this blog post.   
10 hŬŝĞĂƌĞƚŚĞh< ?ƐƚƌĂĚĞďŽĚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?ƚŚĞĐŚŝĞĨĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
comprised of games developers. 
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ŵĞĚŝĂŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŐĂŵĞƐŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?ĚŝŐŝƚĂů ƐĂůĞƐŽƵƚƐƚƌŝƉƉĞĚƚhose of video 
and music combined, a trend which seems set to continue.    
Combs argues that, as increased wealth freed up time and money for leisure 
activities, commercial and institutional entities systematically co-opted and integrated play 
into all kinds of contexts, beginning in earnest in the early twentieth century (2000: 34 W39).  
By mid-century, the advent of multimedia had ĐĂƚĂůǇƐĞĚƚŚŝƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐƉƌŽůŝĨĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽŵďƐ ?
1995: 78).  Raessens also cites mid-twentieth-century as a turning point in cultural 
 “ůƵĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ƐƵĐŚƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝƐŶŽǁĂĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P
6).11  Ǉ ? ? ? ? ?ŐĂŵŝŶŐ ?ƐƉŽƉƵůĂƌity ƐƉĂǁŶĞĚƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ŐĂŵŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŐĂŵĞ
ĚĞƐŝŐŶ ?ƐŝŶĐƵƌƐŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŽnon-game contexts (Deterding et al., 2011).   
I stress that this ludification is structured largely according to commercial and 
institutional interests.  One could argue that conceiving of ĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂƐ “sub specie ludi ?
(Huizinga, 1970: 23  W emphasis original) renders it inevitable that institutions will employ 
play-forms and -structures, since institutions are socio-cultural products themselves, which 
is a reasonable point.  HoweǀĞƌ ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŝŶƐŝŐŚƚǁĂƐƚŽĚŝƐĐĞƌŶƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝĐ
generation of culture through play-forms, whereas this recent trend, as exemplified by the 
establishment of gamification, is for the intentional co-option of play-forms by institutions 
in order to pursue their own agendas (see A3.2). 
Commercialised and institutionalised play(fulness) deserves attention because the 
actions of all agencies, personal and institutional, reflect what Freire terms their particular 
 “ƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚŚĞǁĂǇŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŐĞ ĐŝĞƐƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ
these themes inform the setting and pursuance of goals.  I suggest that when play(fulness) is 
structured according to an institutional or commercial thematic universe, the intrinsic 
motivation that Burghardt (2005, 2010b) associates with secondary and tertiary process play 
                                                          
11 ZĂĞƐƐĞŶƐƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĚŝŐŝƚĂůƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůůƵĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ “ŝŶƚŚĞƐƉŝƌŝƚŽĨ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
homo ludens  ?ƐŝĐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůŵŝƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?ƐƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?Ɛ/ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚŝŶ
the previous chapter, Huizinga saw culture as presupposing play(fulness); as such, culture is always already 
 ‘ůƵĚŝĨŝĞĚ ? ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂĞǀĞŶĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶ Homo Ludens ?ĨŽƌĞǁŽƌĚ ?ŽŶŚŝƐƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞƚŽŬĞĞƉƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐƐƵďƚŝƚůĞ ?ŝŶ
its previous incarnation as a lecture) as reading The Play Element of Culture ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ ‘ QŝŶĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞ
former determines play as being generative of culture, and not simply one constituent part (1970: 17 W18).  
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŽƵƌƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ?ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌŝůǇ-derived predisposition towards 
play(fulness) being exploited by commercial and institutional entities in order to pursue aims which benefit the 
organisation but are not necessarily of personal benefit to the individual or general benefit to the society 
(unlike creative potential and wellbeing that I associate with the play(fulness) of my project).   
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is exploited to achieve extrinsic goals favourable to the institution, such as loyalty and 
increased activity (Deterding et al., 2011).  Gaver contends that this instrumentalisation 
ĚŝƐƉůĂǇƐĂ “singleminded, results-oriented, problem-ĨŝǆĂƚĞĚŵŝŶĚƐĞƚ Qinherited from the 
workplace ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƚĂŬĞŶĂƐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞƚŚĂƚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐŚĂǀĞ
recognised the falseness of, and are seeking to collapse, the work/play dichotomy, but 
rather that play-forms are being bastardised according to work values.  Furthermore, 
Omasta & Chappell argue that the positive affect which often accompanies play (and I argue 
is constitutive of Playfulness) presents institutions with an effective and insidious way to 
ŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŽƵƚůŽŽŬƐ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ) ? 
 
3.2.2: Ludi-Cultural Invasion 
 
Given that all perspectives originate from within a subjective thematic universe, Freire 
delineates two means by which agencies can interact: cultural invasion and cultural 
synthesis.  The former is the imposition of one worldview upon another, the latter is a 
mutual and responsive learning process between different worldviews (1972: 147).  
Inherent tensions between state and individual, or producer and consumer, for instance, 
render it unlikely that either the worldviews or goals of institutions and individuals will 
largely coincide.  For example, under capitalism, commercial organisations prioritise profit 
above all else (Kay, 2013).12  With this ever-ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂŶĚŽǀĞƌĂƌĐŚŝŶŐŐŽĂů ?ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?ƵƐĞŽĨ
play(fulness) is likely to take the form of cultural invasion, with any learning on the 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ?ƉĂƌƚƐŽůĞůǇĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽŶƚĂŝůŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐƚŽďĞƚƚĞƌĂƚƚƌĂĐƚ ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ?ĂŶĚ
retain custom.  This kind of learning arguably leads to what one might call cultural 
stagnation, whereby increasing responsivity and data availability arising from digital 
ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐĂůůŽǁƐĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐƚŽƌĞĨůĞĐƚďĂĐŬĂĐĂůĐƵůĂƚĞĚǀŝĞǁŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚ
desires with ever greater accuracy, thereby reducing the potential for change.13  
Institutionalisation thus robs play(fulness) of its capacity to foster personal creativity by 
curtailing its ability to engender divergent thinking. 
                                                          
12 For more on capitalism and play, see A3.2. 
13 This can be seen in the trend for movie sequels and franchises.  In 2014, seven of the top ten highest 
grossing films were sequels, compared with only one sequel twenty years previously (Garrahan, 2014). 
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Conversely, although the aesthetic character of this PaR springs from my personal 
ludic disposition, the approach employed is not one of imposition, but rather I position my 
perficipants as  “co-authors of the action that [we jointly] perform upon the world  Q the 
object of [our] action [being] the reality to be transformed ? (Freire, 1972: 147) through 
ludicality.  I expressly frame the practice as presenting tactics for the discovery and/or 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŽǁŶŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƐŝƚĞŝŵƉƵůƐĞƚŽ
that of institutionalised play(fulness).14  This practice and the pedagogy drawn from it both 
operate by cultural synthesis. 
 
3.3: Adult Play(fulness) 
 
I must also briefly mention the recent upsurge of interest in adult play(fulness), especially 
since this development could be argued to reduce the need for my project.  The adult-
play(fulness) trend is perhaps typified by the fact that 40% of adults who downloaded 
Pokémon Go in its first fortnight were over 25 (Chang, 2016), indicating an ageing playful 
population.15  Although augmented reality games like Pokémon Go and Ingress16 may 
encourage people to interact with their environment in a new way, I question the extent to 
which they result in closer connection with that environment, especially since the most 
meaningful actioŶ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƉůĂǇĞƌ ?ƐƉŽŝŶƚ-of-view, takes place on their smartphone screen.  
One Pokémon Go player even caused outrage by attending to the game on her screen rather 
than to Beyoncé performing live only feet away (Loughrey, 2016).  These games also serve 
institutional ends, with Ingress being described as not only an enormous Google promotion, 
but also a cunning means of populating Google Maps (Hatfield, 2014).  As such these games 
form part of the impoverished play(fulness) this project opposes. 
                                                          
14 I am not implying that all people are the naïve, passive puppets of institutions, dancing to their dastardly 
tune; individual and subcultural differences entail that not all people will interact with the structures offered 
by institutions in predictable ways.  However, I suggest that subversive users of institutionally-structured 
play(fulness) will likely be the minority, or else play-based products and systems would not present a viable 
and increasingly popular option for institutions that require predictable and productive interactions from 
users. 
15 dŚĞƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇĐŝƚĞĚŝŶŚĂŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŝĚŶŽƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽŶƵŶĚĞƌ ? ?Ɛ ?ĚŽǁŶůŽĂĚƐ ? 
16 For an interesting discussion of Ingress, see Hatfield (2014). 
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There have been a number of recent programmes for BBC Radio 4 on the subject of 
adult play(fulness), of which those by Oliver Burkeman and Mark Watson are notable.  Both 
presenters critique these trends, though Burkeman more so than Watson.  Burkeman 
tackles the currĞŶƚƚƌĞŶĚĨŽƌ ‘ĨƵŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ ?ǁŝƚŚŐƌŽǁŝŶŐŶƵŵďĞƌƐŽĨŽĨĨŝĐĞƐ
installing chillout rooms, slides, and ball-pools (Fungineers, 2016).  As mentioned above, this 
leaves intact the work/play dichotomy, rather than seeking to collapse it, as does this 
project.  If play(fulness) fosters fun construed as novelty rather than pleasure (Bogost, 2016; 
Johnson, 2017), fungineering simply defers the problem, which becomes how to find novel 
ways to interact with the office slide.  I argue that it is much better to find novelty by 
incremental mutual modification, i.e. ludic ecology, than one-off material installations.  
Ludic ecology, fostered through LP, is ontologically oriented and outwardly-focused and 
ƚŚƵƐŵŽƌĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ? “ǁŚĂƚĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĂƌĞƚŚĞƌĞŝŶthis environment that would allow 
ŵĞƚŽĞǆŝƐƚƉůĂǇĨƵůůǇǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚ ? ? ) ?&ƵŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐŝƐĞƐ ĞŶƚŝĂůůǇĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌŝƐƚĂŶĚŝŶǁĂƌĚůǇ-
ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ ? “/ŶĞĞĚƐŽŵĞĚŽǁŶ-ƚŝŵĞ ?ƐŽ/ ?ůůŐŽƚŽĂŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐŽĨĨ-the-shelf 
ƉůĂǇĨƵůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ) ?ůŝŵŝƚŝŶŐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĐreativity through increased determinacy. 
tĂƚƐŽŶ ?ǁŚŽŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞƐŚŝƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞďǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐ ? ? ? ?ĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞǇĞĂƌŽĨƉůĂǇ ? ?
focuses on recreational play for adults, such as den-building,17 laughter yoga, and an adults-
only play-gym (Inner Child, 2016).  Although I am in favour of greater regard for 
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?/ƐŚĂƌĞŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŝƐƚƌƵƐƚŽĨďŽƚŚĨƵŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶ
structured activities seeking to recreate childhood.  Our deep-rooted cultural association of 
play(fulness) with childhood (Pellis et al., 2015) entails that adult play(fulness) outside of 
established frameworks such as sport will almost inevitably generate childhood connections 
ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐŶŽƐƚĂůŐŝĂ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽŽǇŵ ?ƐŶŽƐƚĂůŐŝ ƚǇƉŽůŽŐǇ ?ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĞĚĂĚƵůƚ-play 
activities tend to be restorative ? “ƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŶŐĞŵďůĞŵƐ ?ŽĨĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
reflective ?ǁŚŝĐŚ “cherishĞƐƐŚĂƚƚĞƌĞĚĨƌĂŐŵĞŶƚƐ ?ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŝĚĞĂůŝƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ (2001: 49).  
Whereas the practices that Watson presents largely involve uncritical, unreflexive escapism, 
mine seeks to ŽƉĞŶƵƉĂ “ŵƵůƚŝƚƵĚĞŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ŶŽŶ-teleological possibilities of historic 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? ?ibid: 50).  I have drawn on my own personal history but never in a paranoic 
                                                          
17 Of all the activities covĞƌĞĚďǇtĂƚƐŽŶ ?ƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ?ŶƚŚŽŶǇ^ĐŚƌĂŐ ?ƐĚĞŶ-building for adults is the closest 
to an idea that I explored when developing Spinstallation ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ^ĐŚƌĂŐ ?ƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇƐĞĞŬƐ
to reclaim childhood (Corby Cube, 2017), my idea sought to produce movable den-like structures which resist 
straight-forward regression.  Also, my CreepeeTeepee idea is far more ludicrous (see 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-creepeeteepee/ or PML\Spinstallation Images\CreepeeTeepee Ideas Test).  
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attempt to rebuild an idealised homeland in the present, as does much contemporary adult-
play(fulness); LP fosters ludic ecology as a means of reconciling oneself to the complexities 
and contingencies of present reality.   
 
The preceding section aims to show that, although play(fulness) appears to enjoy an 
increasingly prominent place in contemporary Western culture, the forms of play(fulness) 
present are largely structured, defined, and controlled by corporate and institutional 
entities (or are otherwise worthy of criticism, as above).  This robs play(fulness) of its 
autotelic nature by using its attractiveness as a means to manipulate behaviour for 
institutionally-determined ends, which are seldom synonymous with personal or social 
benefit.  This chapter discusses the ramifications of, and my response to, a situation in 
which LudicrousPilgrim-style play(fulness) faces twin pressures.  I have just described the 
first: the proliferation of institutionalised play-forms, which inevitably colour the general 
perception of what play(fulness) is, or should be.  In the following section, I discuss the 
latter: socio-cultural and political trends which, I argue, directly or indirectly inhibit 
LudicrousPilgrim-style play(fulness).   
 
3.4: Ludic-Inhibiting Pedagogy18 
 
3.4.1: Political Background 
 
There has been a marked change in rhetoric from ministers since 2010 that pertains to ludic 
inhibition in education.  I do not claim that the education system, and the society which it 
reflects, was previously structured so as to promote play(fulness), but that it did not inhibit 
                                                          
18 A key method employed in my research for this chapter was a series of in-depth interviews with individuals 
personally known to me, who each have extensive experience of particular educational stages and contexts.  
My pedagogical sages are: my mum, Lesley, who retired at the end of the 2015-16 academic year from a 
career in early years and primary education; my friend, Alix, who taught English at secondary level, before 
becoming an educational journalist concentrating on further education (FE); and my acting tutor, Andrea, who 
provides a conservatoire perspective.  As for mainstream higher education (HE), I draw on my own experience 
as an assistant lecturer and the process of becoming an associate fellow of the Higher Education Academy 
(HEA).  /ĐŝƚĞŵǇƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĐĂůƐĂŐĞƐ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌĨŝƌƐƚŶĂŵĞƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞƚŚĞŵĨƌŽŵ
other references and also because it feels weird to not do so, since I know them personally. 
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play(fulness) so severely.  In 2007, the then Labour government published dŚĞŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
Plan ?ǁŚŝĐŚĞƐƉŽƵƐĞĚƚŚĞǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŽƵůĚ “ĞŶƐƵƌĞĂůůĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶƐĞĐƵƌĞƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐƐ ?
while allowing flexibility to learn new skills and develop the social and emotional skills they 
need ƚŽƐƵĐĐĞĞĚ ? ?DCSF, 2007:  ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐďƌŽĂĚůǇĂĐĐŽƌĚƐǁŝƚŚĞǁĞǇ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ “ĂĐƋƵĂŝŶƚĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ?ŝƐ ?ƚƌĂŶƐů ƚĞĚŝŶƚŽĂƉŽƚĞŶƚŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇ
ĨŽƌĚĞĂůŝŶŐĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?: 23 ) ?dŚĞ “ďĂƐŝĐƐ ?ŽĨThe CŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐWůĂŶ 
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞǁĞǇ ?Ɛ “ƉĂƐƚ ?, i.e. established patterns of knowledge, which lend themselves to 
being taught in teacher-ĐĞŶƚƌĞĚĨĂƐŚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ “ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?,  “ƐŬŝůůƐ ?, and social and 
emotional concerns reflect a future-oriented, student-centred outlook.  There were even 
plans to replace Standard Aptitude Tests (SATs) at 11 and 14 with tests undertaken when 
learners were developmentally ready, rather than at these arbitrary ages (DCSF, 2007: 10).  
LP could readily mesh into such a system; it is the oppressiveness, punitiveness, and 
inflexibility of the current system that I oppose, rather than established patterns of 
knowledge per se.   
Although I oppose ŶĂƌƌŽǁŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐŵ ?/ĂŵŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇŝŶĨĂǀŽƵƌŽĨĞǁĞǇ ?Ɛ
broad instrumentalism, since education is an inherently purposeful activity, and since he 
and I ascribe the same purpose to it; namely, fitness for the future.  The pre-2010 
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƐǇƐƚĞŵǁĂƐ by no means perfect (Children, Schools, and Families 
Committee, 2008); nonetheless ?ŝŶĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƌŝŐŝĚ ? “ďĂĐŬƚŽďĂƐŝĐƐ ? ?>ĞƐůĞǇ ? ? ? ? ? )
approach imposed by a succession of Conservative Education Secretaries, there existed a 
relatively balanced and dynamic approach to education pre-2010.19   
The language employed by recent Conservative ministers is better suited to the 
society of 1850 than the 21st Century, and is reflected in their policy.  They seek to 
 “ ?ůŝďĞƌĂƚĞ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĨƌŽŵŝŐŶŽƌĂŶĐĞ ? ?'ŽǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? P[online]) through cultural invasion, 
ŝŵƉŽƐŝŶŐ “ ?d )ŚĞďŽĚǇŽĨĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ? ?'ŝďď ? ? ? ? ? P[online]) on students via a 
 “ŵŽƌĞƌŝŐŽƌŽƵƐƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? ?DŽƌŐĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? P [online]), i.e. one devoid of flexibility.  They display 
ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞĚĞƌŝƐŝŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞ “ƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?'ŝďď ? ? ? ? ? P [online]), which I argue are 
                                                          




imperative for an education system capable of addressing our present and our future.  It is 
clear that play(fulness) is inhibited by such a system. 
 
3.4.2: Tacitly Enforced Regression 
 
Such a ludic-inhibitory system is regressive, I argue, because it tacitly enforces an outdated 
teacher-ĐĞŶƚƌĞĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ&ƌĞŝƌĞƚĞƌŵƐ “ ?ďĂŶŬŝŶŐ ? QĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨ
action allowed to the students extends only so far as receiving, filing, and storing the 
 ?ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ?ĚĞƉŽƐŝƚƐ ?ŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨĂĐƚŝŽŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĞd teachers and 
students within banking education does not extend to play(fulness); education is 
fundamentally social, and social play(fulness) is marked by cooperation and role-reversal 
(Bateson, P., 2015: R12).  Both cooperation and role-reversal are embeĚĚĞĚŝŶ&ƌĞŝƌĞ ?ƐŶŽŶ-
hierarchical pedagogy, which erases distinctions between teachers and students (1972: 53), 
but both are inadmissible to the vertical teacher-student relationship demanded by teacher-
centred approaches.  The non-hierarchical nature of LP is exemplified by the equitable 
relationship I seek between myself and perficipants.20 
Lesley recalls that when she began teaching in 1999, although SATs were already 
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚĂŶĚŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƐĐŚŽŽůƐƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞ ? “ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂůŽƚůĞƐƐ
pƌĞƐƐƵƌĞŽŶŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽƌĞĂůĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŽŶĚĂƚĂ Q/ǁĂƐĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŽƚĞĂĐŚƚŚĞ
children in a way that I thought would be most stimulating to them rather than target driven 
ĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚƐĚƌŝǀĞŶ ? ?/ƚŝƐƚŚĞĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŝŐŚ-stakes accountability and deification of 
exam data that Lesley argues leads many teachers to unwillingly employ the quintessential 
banking-style, play(fulness)-ŝŶŚŝďŝƚŝŶŐŵĞƚŚŽĚ P ‘ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƚĞƐƚ ? ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂĐŽůůŽƋƵŝĂů ?
pejorative phrase referring to rigidly outcome-focused, workmanlike teaching, understood 
to have extremely limited educational value by teachers and education academics alike 
(Alix, 2016; Lesley, 2016; Hutchings, 2015; Volante, 2004; Popham, 2001). 
The pressure resulting from targets and the fact that teĂĐŚĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚƐĐŚŽŽůƐ ?
performance is measured almost exclusively by exam data (Béguin & Wood, 2015: 45) 
creates a stress-inducing environment hostile to play(fulness), since play(fulness) is the first 
                                                          
20 See the Case Study chapters (5, 6, 7) for how I have sought to establish an equitable relationship. 
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behaviour to disappear when individuals are under stress (Bateson, P., 2010: 43).  Hutchings 
found that data and accountability trends are causing increased disaffection and a serious 
ĚĞƚĞƌŝŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƉƵƉŝůƐ ?ŵĞŶƚĂůŚĞĂůƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?hŶƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐůǇ ?ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐĂůƐŽƐƵĨĨĞƌŝŶĂŶ
environment that one practitioner ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐ “ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞĂƚŚƌŽǁ ? ?ZŽŐĞƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? P
[online]).  Coffield & Williamson similarly argue that fear currently drives change in 
ŶŐůĂŶĚ ?ƐŵĂƌŬĞƚŝƐĞĚƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W13).   
I am not arguing that play(fulness) would be a panacea for the UK education system; 
/ĂŵĂƌŐƵŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĐĂŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞŝŶĐŽŵďĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ ?ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ) “ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇƐƵĐŚĂƐǇƐƚĞŵĂŶĚĂůƐŽƚŚĂƚƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ
associated with play(fulness) are of pedagogical value.  Neither am I arguing that education 
should be exam free and teachers unaccountable.  What I do suggest, however, is that a 
system which incorporated data and accountability differently, and which recognised and 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞƐŽĂƐƚŽƉĞƌŵŝƚĂůƵĚŝĐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐh, would likely achieve better 
results, since play(fulness) can be a  “major source [of] variability and enhanced learning 
ĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ? ? ? ? ? P 95).
 
3.4.3: Irrational Presuppositions 
 
The presuppositions behind educational accountability culture are, I suggest, singular and 
bizarre.  Cohen highlights the fact that both US and UK government policy simultaneously 
ŚŽůĚƐŐƌŽƐƐůǇŽǀĞƌŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐďĞůŝĞĨƐŝŶƐĐŚŽŽůƐ ? effectivities and overly pessimistic 
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƐƚĂƚĞƐĐŚŽŽůƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ (2011: 8).  This irrational stance has led to a 
paradoxical social climate combining unbridled belief in potential (and realisable) 
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚĞǆƚƌĞŵĞĐǇŶŝĐŝƐŵƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ?ŝďŝĚ P 9).  Despite 
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ? “ǁŝůůĂŶĚĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ? ?ŝďŝd: 190) being essential for success, teaching is 
ƵŶŝƋƵĞĂŵŽŶŐŽŚĞŶ ?Ɛ ‘ŚƵŵĂŶŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƌ ?ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ21 in that this fact is wilfully ignored.  
Cohen criticises the proposed solution for this  W charter schools in the US and academies in 
                                                          
21  “,ƵŵĂŶŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚŽĐĐƵƉĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?are a family of professions including teachers, social workers, and 
psychotherapists, which Cohen describes as seeking to effect positive change in the lives of other humans 
(2011: 4 W5). 
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the UK  W since it is based on the groundless notion that improvements in education can be 
effected through changes to organisation and leadership (ibid: 8).22   
 Currently, a dip in ĂƐĐŚŽŽů ?ƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƌŝƐŬƐĐŽŵƉƵůƐŽƌǇ ‘ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?, which 
teachers understandably see as a threat (Rogers, 2015).  As such, the academy project 
further contributes to a stress-inducing climate hostile to play(fulness).  Academies set their 
own curricula, which means that they could theoretically implement programmes conducive 
to LP.  However, they are also directly accountable to the Education Secretary, making them 
ĂŬĞǇǁĞĂƉŽŶŝŶƚŚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĂƚƚĂĐŬŽŶ “ƋƵĂĐŬƚŚĞŽƌŝĞƐĂďŽƵƚŵƵůƚŝƉůĞŝŶƚĞůůŝŐĞŶĐĞƐ
 ?ĂŶĚ ?ŬŝŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ ? ?'ŽǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? P [online]).  Academies are thus structured in ways 
which ŝŶŚŝďŝƚ>W ?ƐŝŶĐĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĨŽƌŵƐŽĨůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĂŶĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂƌĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽ>W ?Ɛ
functioning. 
 
3.4.4: Marketised Education 
 
The mention of academies raises the issue of the third interrelated trend, marketisation, of 
which they are a potent tool.  The rapid influx of business people into positions of power 
within the education system, with no requirement that they possess educational 
experience, means that education is being yet more tightly defined in terms of input-output 
and cost-benefit, both of which are antithetical to play(fulness) and, I contend, a progressive 
ǀŝĞǁŽĨĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶŵŽƌĞǁŝĚĞůǇ ?ƐŽŚĞŶŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ?ĂŶ “ƵŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇŶĂƌƌŽǁĂŶĚ
ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůǀŝĞǁŽĨƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ ?ŝƐĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐŚĂƌƚĞƌ ?ĂĐĂĚĞŵǇƐĐŚŽŽůƐŵŽĚĞů
(2011: 194).  Some academies do use their freedom to promote creative activity to a greater 
extent than the new National Curriculum allows, but this is always-already underpinned by a 
                                                          
22 Notably, Cohen positions uncertainty as inseparable from ambitious and progressive teaching (2011: 190).  
As well as providing evidence for the value of LP, Cohen is expressing the well-known paradox of progress.  
Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons take it to be uncontroversial when they state that the creation of knowledge, the 
very raison Ě ?ġƚƌĞŽĨĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ ?ĂůǁĂǇƐ “ ?ĂĚĚƐ ?ĨƌĞƐŚĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇĂŶĚŝŶƐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 2); the 
ŵŽƌĞǁĞŬŶŽǁ ?ƚŚĞŵŽƌĞǁĞŬŶŽǁǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ.  For Cohen, this uncertainty necessitates that teachers 
ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƚŽƚŚĞŝƌĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ŚŽƉĞ ?ĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ?ĂŶĚƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? I would
ĂĚĚŚƵŵŽƵƌƚŽŽŚĞŶ ?ƐůŝƐƚŽĨnecessary supplements to expertise, which would render the cultivation of a 
ludic disposition still more valuable to teachers, on top of the benefits stemming from the ability to deal with 
uncertainty and unpredictability. 
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business ethos according to which clear and measurable outcomes are imperative, thus 
limiting the ludic potential of such activity. 
The education-marketisation project is arguably most advanced within Higher 
Education (HE).  This has gone beyond market creation and developed into the full-blown 
commercialisation of the HE sector.23  A symptom of this commercialisation was the explicit 
positioning of students as consumers, not learners, in the HE White Paper of 2011.  Just as 
commercialised academy schools inhibit play(fulness), so too does HE-marketisation.  As 
well as implicitly relieving students of responsibility for their learning, which drastically 
reduces the potential learning that can take place (Cohen, 2011: 10), the commodification 
of HE erodes trust and reduces the likelihood of student risk-taking (Naidoo & Jamieson, 
2005: 275), both of which limit the possibility of play(fulness) within a commodified system.   
 Policy-driven inter-institutional competition and what Shore & Wright call a 
 “ƉĞĐƵůŝĂƌůǇĐŽĞƌĐŝǀĞĂŶĚĚŝƐĂďůŝŶŐŵŽĚĞůŽĨĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 557) are effective means 
of creating atmospheres inimical to play(fulness).  They exert twin pressures of increased 
stress (Hutchings, 2015: 5; Kinman & Wray, 2013: 5) and reduced opportunities for 
divergent, flexible approaches, owing to instrumentalisation and the inordinate importance 
placed on quantifiable outcomes (Hutchings, 2015: 46 W52; Cohen, 2011: 194; Molesworth, 
Nixon & Scullion, 2009).  As well as play(fulness) being divergent and flexible in nature, the 
benefits I associate with it, such as creative potential and tolerance of ambiguity, are 
difficult to crowbar into a spreadsheet.  Nonetheless, these are qualities which ƐŝŐŶĂů>W ?Ɛ
ontological orientation and map onto widely desired educational outcomes, as I discuss in 
the coming section.   
Not all pedagogies implicitly inhibit play(fulness), nor are all blind to the pressing 
issues raised by the age of uncertainty in which we find ourselves.  Broadly speaking, 
ontologically-oriented pedagogies are progressive in this regard.  Moreover, each strand of 
dŚĞ>ƵĚŝĐdƌŝĂŶŐůĞĞŵďŽĚŝĞƐ>W ?ƐŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶďǇĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŵŽĚĞƐŽĨ
                                                          
23 Similar to the situation with schools, the marketisation of HE in England began in earnest with the Education 
Reform Act of 1988, which incorporated universities as autonomous from local authorities, followed by the 
1992 Further and Higher Education Act, which then removed local authority control also for polytechnics, 
turning them into universities and considerably expanding the HE marketplace.  Recently, however, this 
process has quickened considerably, changing not only the institutional structure of HE, but the very nature of 
,ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇĂŶĚƌĞŶĚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇ ‘ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůly transactional (Naidoo & Jamieson, 
2005).   
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being.  For example, perficipants may find themselves being somewhat out of character 
ǁŚĞŶĐĂůůŝŶŐ “&Ƶ&Ƶ ? ?ŝŶƐĞĂƌĐŚŽĨĂƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚůǇĨŝĐƚŝƚŝŽƵƐĐĂƚŝŶPerplexpedition #6,24 
performing an utterly unimpressive stunt with total conviction (i.e. an UnstuntTM) in 
Wandercast Ep.2,25 or doing battle with the Balls of Hercules in Spinstallation S2.26  Such an 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƚŚƌŽǁƐŝŶƚŽƌĞůŝĞĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŚĂďŝƚƵĂůŵŽĚĞƐŽĨďĞŝŶŐ ?ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂŶ
opportunity for perficipants to reflect upon these habitual tendencies and perhaps choose 
to continue to explore novel modes of being and interaction, which is another way of 
describing ecological recalibration. 
 
3.5: Introducing Ontological Pedagogy 
 
Whilst Barnett deems both knowledge and skills necessary for an appropriately future-
oriented pedagogy, their combination is insufficient to prepare students for a world that is 
intrinsically unknowable and unforeseeable, which he ĐĂůůƐ “ƐƵƉĞƌĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 439).27  
He argues that HE must factor knowledge and skills into a pedagogy capable of effecting 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŵŽĚĞƐŽĨďĞŝŶŐ ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐŵĂǇďĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚďǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐ
ĐƵƌƌŝĐƵůĂĂŶĚƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĞƐǁŚŝĐŚĐƌĞĂƚĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚĞ “ĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŝĐ QĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ ƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P 438).28  Students may thus enable themselves to 
accept the inherent uncertainty of a supercomplex world, and continue to productively 
                                                          
24 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/finding-fufu/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#6 Finding FuFu). 
25 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/headphone-adventure-playground/ (PML\Wandercast Episodes\Ep.2 
Headphone Adventure Playground). 
26 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/master-of-disaster-hercules-balls/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S2\Master of 
Disaster  W Balls of Hercules). 
27 ĂƌŶĞƚƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐŽƵƌƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůŵŽŵĞŶƚĂƐŽŶĞŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ “ĂůůƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŵĂƚƚĞƌƐŚĂǀĞďĞĐŽŵĞ
ŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇĚŝƐƉƵƚĂďůĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?), rendering the world profoundly and irreconcilably uncertain.  This points 
back to the paradox of progress, mentioned in relation to Cohen (2011) above (see footnote 22), and also to 
the need for a variety of epistemological and ontological responses to an age of uncertainty, of which I argue a 
ludic pedagogy is one.   
28 ŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨĂŶĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝƐĂ “ǁŝůůƚŽůĞĂƌŶ ?ĂŶĚĂƋƵĂůŝƚǇǁŝƚŚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚŝƐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĐŽƵůĚďĞ
ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚŝƐ “ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W434).  Thus, a student might become resilient in their pursuit of learning 
(i.e. able to respond positively to challenges, setbacks, and criticism), then employ this personal attribute 
throughout their life.  Recall that, early on in this chapter, I identified the potential for play(fulness) to develop 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞŝŶĂŶƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƐƵƉĞƌĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ?ǁŽƌůĚ ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂĐƌƵĐŝĂůƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚŽĨĂůƵĚŝĐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ ?
ĂƐ/ĞǆƉůŽƌĞďĞůŽǁ ?KƚŚĞƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐĂƌŶĞƚƚŐŝǀĞƐŽĨĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞ P “ĂǁŝůůƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ?Ăpreparedness to 
listen; a preparedness to explore, to hold oneself out to new experiences; [and] a determination to keep going 
ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?YƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐǁŝƚŚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƐĞĐŽƵůĚďĞĞŶĂĐƚĞĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞ P “ĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ QĐĂƌĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ ?
self-discipline, resƚƌĂŝŶƚ ?ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĨŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŽƉĞŶŶĞƐƐ ?ŐĞŶĞƌŽƐŝƚǇ ? ?ĂŶĚ ?ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌŽĨ
which I return to below. 
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engage with it, through a process of epistemically-related personal change and by 
developing an awarenesƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŽŶŐŽŝŶŐ “ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ? ?&ƌĞŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? P 56 W57).  I 
suggest that WůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƌĞĨůĞǆŝǀŝƚǇǁŽƵůĚĞŶĂďůĞ students engaged in LP to 
become more adept at coming to know, and more knowing (Barnett, 2009: 432 W433), as 
opposed to more knowledgeable, which would be of benefit in a rapidly shifting epistemic 
environment. 
/ŶƚĂƌŐĞƚŝŶŐƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŵŽĚĞƐŽĨďĞŝŶŐ ?ĂƌŶĞƚƚ ? ? ? ? ?, 2009) is addressing 
Molesworth, Nixon & SculliŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŵĂŝŶĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ PƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵǀĂůŽƌŝƐĞƐŚĂǀŝŶŐŽǀĞƌ
being (cf. Fromm, [1976] 2013).  These authors and I agree that an education system geared 
around acquiring knowledge and skills is becoming increasingly unable to tackle issues 
endemic to this historical juncture; furthermore, the ever-increasing rate of change 
indicates that, unless a different approach is taken, this disconnect will only grow.  Such a 
fluid and uncertain world means that even skills such as critical thinking must be grounded 
on personal traits such as resilience, tenacity, and flexibility, all of which, I argue, can be 
fostered through play(fulness).  Molesworth, Nixon & Scullion point out that a marketised 
education system even (perhaps unintentionally) inhibits the effective preparation of 
individuals for the contemporary workplace, since it does not develop students ? ability to 
thrive in the face of rapid technological and social change (2009: 284).  This echoes 
,ƵƚĐŚŝŶŐƐ ?ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐĂůŝŬĞĐŽŶĚĞŵŶƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶƐĞĨŽĐƵƐŽŶ
outcomes in schools, since it stifles  “ŝŶĚĞpendent, creative and divergent thinking [and the] 
ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 5).  Again, these are all traits which play(fulness) promotes. 
Our deep evolutionary and cultural connection with play(fulness)29 means that they 
will occur within education in some instances regardless of inhibitory trends; some teachers 
(such as Lesley) may even actively structure them into their pedagogy in spite of current 
pressures.  However, this is not generally the case.  In her survey of 7,922 teachers, 
Hutchings found that 
 ? ?ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐĂŐƌĞĞĚƚŚĂƚ P “dŚĞĨŽĐƵƐŽŶĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƚĂƌŐĞƚƐŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĞƌĞ
are ĨĞǁĞƌŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ ?ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ǁŚŝůĞŽŶůǇ
                                                          
29 Which I reveal and explore in Chapters 2&4. 
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 ? ?ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐƌĞĞĚƚŚĂƚ P “WƵƉŝůƐŚĂǀĞĂŵƉůĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ?
explŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƉůĂǇ ? ? (2015: 47) 
The tacit closing out of conditions for play(fulness) within education is made all the 
more concerning by the contemporaneous marginalisation of overtly creative subjects; 
these have a natural affinity with play(fulness), as the existence of links between creativity 
and play(fulness) demonstrates.  The narrowing of the 2014 National Curriculum and the 
devaluing of the arts through their exclusion from the EBacc performance measure, coupled 
with a growing emphasis on what Michael GŽǀĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐƚŚĞ “ƌŝŐŽƌŽƵƐĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P [online]) serve as potent indicators of the current trajectory of 
education policy.  Play(fulness) is being structured out on a macro and micro level by direct 
and indirect means.   
 
In the preceding section, I have sought to make clear that opportunities for play(fulness) 
under such a system are strongly militated against.  To summarise my analysis of the 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞƐŽĨĚĂƚĂĚĞŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? “ƉƵŶŝƚŝǀĞ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂbility 
(Hutchings, 2015:  ? ) ?ĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŵĂƌŬĞƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƉŝƌŝŶŐƚŽďŽƚŚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĂ “ĐůŝŵĂƚĞ
ŽĨĨĞĂƌ ? ?dŚĞ^ĞĐƌĞƚdĞĂĐŚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P [online]) among teachers and incur their unwilling 
engagement in banking-style practice.  I suggest that the above trio amount to principles 
which encapsulate an institutional ideal for the future of society, i.e. one where the 
evolution of play(fulness) is inhibited.  Combined with the largely institutionalised nature of 
contemporary play(fulness), this shows that both LudicrousPilgrim and LP are sorely 
needed.  Each instance of my practice introduces perficipants to principles which together 
constitute LP, as I outlined at the end of 3.4.4 above.  In the next section, I abstrĂĐƚ>W ?Ɛ
principles and potential benefits in order to clarify them and by way of critical response to 
the socio-political situation that I have described in this chapter so far.  A significant result of 
this situation is that the ludic, as conceived in Chapter 2, faces the twin pressures of 




3.6: Ludic Pedagogy30 
 
LudicrousPilgrim has given me his principles of LP, which I here present in his favourite 
font.31  I then rigorously render each one in the language of academe and explain how they 
ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚŝŶŵǇƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?/ŶƐŽĚŽŝŶŐ ?/ĂůƐŽĐŝƚĞĞǆƚĂŶƚƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŵďŽĚǇ>W ?Ɛ
principles. 
 
3.6.1: Just Play Along 
 
,Ğ ?ƐĂƐůǇŽůĚĨŽǆ ?ŽƵƌLudicrousPilgrim; some might mistake his Playful abandon as 
indicating a lack of substance, yet he is made of stern stuff and his depths are bottomless.  
/ŶĚĞĞĚ ? “ ?P)lay is the fool that might become king ? ?ĂƐƚƌĂŶƐƉŝƌĞĚŝŶůĞŐĞŶĚǁŚĞŶƚŚĞŬŝŶŐ
ĚŝĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŽŽů ?ƐĨĞƐƚŝǀĞƌƵůĞ ?^ƵƚƚŽŶ-Smith, 1997: 213).  Just Play Along is similarly 
ĚĞĐĞƉƚŝǀĞŝŶŝƚƐƐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚǇ ?dŚĞƐĞƚŚƌĞĞǁŽƌĚƐĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƚĞŵĂŶǇŽĨ>W ?ƐĐŽƌĞƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?dŚĞǇ
strike to the heart of the ludic disposition, which Suits describes as a willingness to do things 
 “ũƵƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĂĨĨŽƌĚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
 
  
                                                          
30 I note the parallels between LP and clown pedagogy.  For example, Davison observes that it was from 
'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?ƐƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇǁĂƐĚƌĂǁŶŝŶƚŽŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞĂŵĚƌĂŵĂƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌŽĨǁŚŝĐŚĨŽƌŵƐ
a key influence on LP.  Amsden describes the teaching at 'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?ƐƐĐŚŽŽůĂƐĂ “ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŽĨƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌƐŚŝƉ ?
 ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚĞĐŚŽĞƐ>W ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƐŽĐŝĂůůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?>WŝƐĂ ‘ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚƐĞ ŬƐ
ƚŽĐŽůůĂƉƐĞĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ ?ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?ƐƉĞdagogy implicitly 
upholds.  Amsden also highlights the important role of ambiguity in clown pedagogy, citing as especially 
important the ambiguity between tradition and individuality (2015: 49).  This is analogous to the tension 
between structure and freedom that runs throughout this project, though is more specific than the abstract 
tension that obtains here; tradition in play(fulness) largely consists in game forms, which this project and LP 
ƚĂŬĞůŝƚƚůĞĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨ ?<ĞŶĚƌŝĐŬ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞǀĞŶƚĞƌŵƐ'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?ƐƚĞaching a ludic pedagogy, focusing on his use of 
ŐĂŵĞƐ ?>WǁŽƵůĚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇĂĚŵŝƚŽĨŐĂŵĞƐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĂƐǁŝƚŚŝƚƐŝŶƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?>W
primarily seeks the informal propagation of a ludic disposition, so highly values play(fulness) of a pervasive, 
rhizomatic nature.  I bracket out clown pedagogy from the main discussion here, since LP arises primarily from 
pedagogies of which I have had personal, practical experience.  I have not received any clown training, so am 
unable to bring any clown-based practical knowings to bear on LP. 
31 /ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŚŝƐĨĂǀŽƵƌŝƚĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚǁŝŶĚƐƐŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞƵƉǁŚŽŵŚĞƚŚŝŶŬƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚƚĂŬĞĨŽŶƚƐƐŽ
seriously.  N.b. Only the main subsections form the principles themselves, hence the sub-sub-sections, which 
structure the discussion, are not in Comic Sans. 
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3.6.1.1: Safety First 
 
In the context of LP, Just Play Along indicates an invitation to partake in a collective, 
dialogic endeavour, as I return to below.  (I also explain how Just Play Along does not 
entail an absence of criticality.)  It is nonetheless the case that, as in any pedagogical 
situation, the teacher has ultimate responsibility for planning and delivery, so must ensure a 
safe and supportive atmosphere, especially when students are being invited to enter into 
ambiguity. 
This relates directly to my conservatoire acting training, where the aim is to become 
a professional performer through a process of personal transformation that is both physical 
(e.g. voice training) and emotional (e.g. character work) as well as cognitive (e.g. analysis of 
the script).  Personal transformation is inherently risky, necessitating a fulsome embracing 
of ambiguity, since one ipso facto cannot foresee its outcome.  A safe and supportive 
atmosphere in which to conduct conservatoire training, the practical strands of this project, 
and any implementation of LP is thus imperative.  Andrea co-created this with us through 
weekly group-bonding sessions and frequent inter-student physical contact in the form of 
pair-warm-ups.  In my practice, I seek to achieve this by establishing an equitable 
relationship between myself and perficipants; tactics that I have developed with the aim of 
achieving this constitute an important thread of know-how that runs throughout The Ludic 
Triangle.  Sometimes this means partaking in the activity I ask of them, as with the 
production of Wandercast Ep.2,32 or the ludic acclimatisation in Spinstallation S4;33 at other 
times this means placing myself in a vulnerable position to match that of perficipants, and 
offering active encouragement, as with Perplexpedition.34  My approach is an example of the 
                                                          
32 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/headphone-adventure-playground/ (PML\Wandercast Episodes\Ep.2 
Headphone Adventure Playground) (you might want to navigate to somewhere around the middle of the 
podcast for an example of this) and Chapter 6. 
33 I discuss this in 7.6. 
34 In terms of a vulnerable position, I found after a few iterations that Perplexpedition works best when the 
perfilitator approaches a pair or group of potential perficipants, i.e. so that the perfilitator is outnumbered by 
perficipants by at least two-to-one.  This seems to make perficipants feel more comfortable entering into the 




ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĂůůŐƌŽǁ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ?  ) ?35   
 
3.6.1.2: The Arboretum of Ambiguity36 
 
The invitation to Just Play Along is an invitation into ambiguity, since the phrase implies 
engaging in something the exact nature of which is uncertain.37  A fundamental and 
ŝŶĚŝƐƉĞŶƐĂďůĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐĂĐƚŝŶŐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇƚŚĂƚƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇǁŝƚŚ>WŝƐƚŚĞ
formation in her students of  
an appreciation of ambiguity- an allowance that two contradictory things can be 
ƚƌƵĞĂƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞĂŶĚĂŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞŽĨŚŽƐƉŝƚĂůŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞŝĚĞĂƚŚĂƚŝƚŝƐŶ ?ƚ
binary- that understanding and existence is not binary- ŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚƌŝŐŚƚ ?ǁƌŽŶŐ Q 
AndrĞĂ ?ƐŝƐŶŽƚĂŶŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚŽŶĞďŽƌŶŽĨĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ŝŶĐŽŵŵŽŶǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐWĂZŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ ?/ŶďŽƚŚ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŽĨŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇŝƐ
ŵĂĚĞƉĂůƉĂďůĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚůŝǀĞĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?/ŶŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐĐĂƐĞ ?ƚŚĞƐĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůly take the form of 
exercises, such as The Chair Exercise, in which a student, observed by their peers and tutor, 
ƉƵƚƐĂĐŚĂŝƌ “ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞĐŚĂŝƌŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞ ? ?38  In this project, this is achieved through 
interpretively flexible and open-ended performance structures; for instance, in 
                                                          
35 /ƚŝƐĂůƐŽǁŽƌƚŚŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƚŽŝŵƉĂƌƚƚŚĞ ‘ƉĞƌĨ ?ƉƌĞĨŝǆŝŶƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƐperficipant 
and perfilitator ŝƐƌĞŵŝŶŝƐĐĞŶƚŽĨ&ƌĞŝƌĞ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ-student with students-ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ ? ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ “ ?d )ŚĞ
teacher is no longer merely the-one-who-teaches, but one who is himself [sic] taught in dialogue with the 
students, who in their turn while being taught also tĞĂĐŚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?KĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚŵŝŶĞŝƐĂ
research project gives this link added resonance, since I am necessarily learning from my engagements with 
perficipants in order to reflexively develop my practice.  Though my two terms have a common link, rather 
ƚŚĂŶďĞŝŶŐĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐŵŝƌƌŽƌ-image, it is hoped that, after finding their own notion of Playfulness via their 
perficipation, perficipants may take on the role of perfilitator to others, thus propagating a ludic ecology in 
quasi-Freirean style. 
36 Since education is an inherently uncertain process (Cohen, 2011: 9 W ? ? ) ?/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚ>W ?ƐĞŵďƌĂĐŝŶŐŽĨŝƚŝƐ
pedagogically sound; additionally, education devoid of uncertainty would require total (rational) knowledge 
and understanding of the future (and the present), which is logically impossible (Chomsky, 2014; Plotnitsky, 
2002). 
37 dŚŝƐŝƐŵĞƌĞůǇŚŽǁƚŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞĞǀŽŬĞƐƚŚĞ ‘ĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ?ĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨ>W ?/ƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŵĞĂŶƚŚĂƚ>WŝƐ
opposed to explanations. 
38 See A3.3  W A3.3.1 for further description of The Chair Exercise and its significance. 
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Perplexpedition, an UnstuntTM is where perficipants perform an utterly unimpressive stunt 
with utter conviction.39   
ŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇĂůƐŽƉůĂǇƐĂŬĞǇƌŽůĞŝŶKůŝǀĞƌŽƵďůĞ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĚ-up pedagogy, which I 
experienced in 2007 W2008.  This occurred longer ago, with less contact-time than my acting 
training, so is more difficult to analyse in detail.40  However, one exercise in particular that I 
remember was Microphone Conversation, in which the task was simply to talk to an 
audience from behind a microphone.  This sounds clear enough, but one enters a profound 
state of ambiguity when stepping onstage with nothing to say. 
 The notion of understanding not being binary, nor determinate, but being of greater 
complexity, resonates strongly with Langer ĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶŵŝŶĚĨƵůĂŶĚ
mindless behaviour.  For Langer et al., ŵŝŶĚůĞƐƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŝƐ “ŽǀĞƌĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚďǇƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ?, 
relying on pre-ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞĚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐŵŝŶĚĨƵůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ “ĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇ
[forms] categories [and makes] distinctions  W ƚŚĂƚŝƐ ? ?ĚĞĂůƐ ?ǁŝƚŚŶŽǀĞůƚǇ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P 140).  
Mindless behaviour aligns ǁŝƚŚ&ƌĞŝƌĞ ?Ɛ “ďĂŶŬŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 46), or  ‘ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ-centred ? ? 
pedagogy, ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐĂĚƵůƚƐ ?ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇƚŽǁĂƌĚƐŝŶĨůĞǆŝďůĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ZƵŶĐŽ ?WŝŶĂ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )
that LudicrousPilgrim seeks to address.41  Langer et al. (1989) propose what they call 
 ‘ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ ?, in which information is presented as having a degree of uncertainty.  
ŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞĞĚƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚǁŚĂƚŝƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚĂƐĂ
fact ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂƉƌŽďĂďŝůŝƚǇƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂŶĂďƐŽůƵƚĞƚƌƵƚŚ ? ?>ĂŶŐĞƌĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P 
141), so dovetails with LP in terms of both premises and practice.   
 
  
                                                          
39 For an example of an UnstuntTM, see http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition 
Video\#10 The Legendary Trio).  I contend that uncertainty is palpable in many instances throughout this 
Perplexpedition ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǁŚĞŶ/ƌĞĨƵƐĞƚŽĂŶƐǁĞƌĂƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƚƌŝŽ
decide who will go first (00:57), and when Mark invents his name (02:05).  However, even though he rehearses 
it (01:33 & 03:22), I maintain that Joseph achieves a profound level of ambiguity with his UnstuntTM (03:46), so 
much so that no one knows what is going on.  I have refrained from editinŐ:ŽƐĞƉŚ ?ƐŵĂŐŝƐƚĞƌŝĂůĨĞĂƚ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚ
the full force of its ambiguity may be felt unadulterated. 
40 I have been unable to interview Olly for this project, as he is my internal examiner.  This precludes us from 
discussing my project in advance of the viva. 




Fig.8: Learning a novel way to 
ƚƌĂǀĞů ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ŵŝŶĚĨƵůůǇ “ ?ĚĞĂůŝŶŐ ?ǁŝƚŚ
ŶŽǀĞůƚǇ ? ?>ĂŶŐĞƌĞƚĂů ? ?1989: 140). 
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Compared with unconditional teaching, the conditional approach produced greater 
creative use of information (judged according to impartial consensus).  Langer et al. also 
found teacher confidence to be a systematically interacting factor within conditional 
teaching.  Confidence is imperative in conveying to students that uncertainty is inherent in 
the information presented and not attributable to the teacher (1989: 141).  This accords 
precisely with my own experience when perfilitating.  When, for whatever reason, my 
approach to perfilitating has lacked confidence, my levels and rates of success have been 
low and the aesthetic quality of the work has also been disappointing.  Therefore, I 
determine confidence as being crucial also to LP ?Ɛ effectiveness.  This requires that the 
expertise of teachers be valued and that any accountability processes are not punitive, as 
teachers currently perceive Ofsted42 to be (Hutchings, 2015: 16), or entirely unnecessary, as 
Lacey (2016) argues is the case with the impending Teaching Excellence Framework in HE. 
 
3.6.1.3: Play Together, Learn together, Be Authentic 
 
Just Play Along also implies social activity, since one cannot play along alone; to play 
along implies another.  Social learning is another fundamental facet of LP shared by 
ŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ ?>ŝŬĞŶĚƌĞĂ ?Ɛ ?>WŝƐŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ-looking both in its non-individualistic, 
social learning aspect and its addressing the inherent uncertainty of the world.  It is this 
ĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?/ĂƌŐƵĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŐŝǀĞƐ>WƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĂŵŽǀĞĨƌŽŵƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
experiences of ambiguity to awareness of how uncertainty manifests itself in the world.   
 The Chair Exercise43  W i.e. putting a chair where the chair needs to be  W is a 
characteristic example of social learning, in that every student is in a position to give and 
ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ?ƐŚĂƉŝŶŐĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ ?dŚŝƐƐtructuring also allows the comparing 
of, and interaction between, three distinct experiences of the same exercise (except for the 
first and last to undertake it): firstly, observation in the absence of direct, embodied 
experience; secondly, the direct, embodied experience itself; then, lastly, observation in 
light of that direct, embodied experience.  This same structure recurs in the main task of 
                                                          
42 Ofsted is the Office for Standards in Education, a non-ministerial department of the UK government which is 
responsible for the inspection of schools. 
43 In case you missed the link above, see A3.3 for a detailed description of The Chair Exercise. 
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Spinstallations S2 W4, whereby perficipants take turns as performer and 
observer/cameraperson to collaboratively create videos.44  Students are thus able to effect 
a triangulated sense, rather than a rational understanding, of their experience.  This dialogic 
social learning, I suggest, enables students to move from dealing with personal to global 
ambiguity. 
 Mercer proposes a social cognition approach to pedagogy, arguing that 
 “ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞŶƚĂů ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ “ŝŶƚƌĂŵĞŶƚĂů ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?2013: 149), i.e. 
individual cognition, mutually benefit one another (with intermental activity being of 
particular benefit to intramental activity).  Although LP ?Ɛ epistemic play(fulness) could 
feasibly take place individually (indeed, as with this project, some exercises within LP might 
lend themselves to individual work), I suggest social-LP would be particularly effective.  This 
ǁĂǇ ?ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐďĞŶĞĨŝƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “ĐŽ-ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ, Mercer argues, 
tends to be of greater complexity and effectiveness than individual constructions (ibid: 155).  
If play(fulness) generates creative potential, then collective play(fulness) is likely to enhance 
its generation.45  ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĐŽƵůĚďĞ “ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĞĚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?
Mercer highlights the dialogics of intermental activity, especially when structured so that 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶŝŶŐŝƐŵĂĚĞĞǆplicit.  This resonates with the making-explicit of impulses 
in The Chair Exercise ?ǁŚĞƌĞďǇƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐŝŶƚƵŝƚŝǀĞŝŵƉƵůƐĞƐƚŽ
ƉůĂĐĞƚŚĞĐŚĂŝƌĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐĂůůǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶŽǀĞƌƌƵůĞĚďǇƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ
rationality).46  Thus, if opportunities for teasing out the intuitive, divergent, and associative 
processes within LP are afforded, then intermental ludic activity could enhance intramental 
ludic potential.   
 Andrea relates  “ĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?to authenticity, the former being a central pillar 
of her pedagogy; this is indicative of her anti-individualistic approach and intuitive 
                                                          
44 The difference is that I encourage perficipants to collaborate in the production of videos, including providing 
voiceover, thereby seeking to erode the performer/audience distinction inherent to The Chair Exercise.  
EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ŵǇĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĞƌŽĚĞƚŚŝƐĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŵĂĚĞƚŽ^ ? ?ƐŵĂŝŶƚĂƐŬ ?  I 
analyse this part of Spinstallation ?ƐĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶŝŶ 7.4 W7.7.1.  The evolving tasks themselves are in A7.2 WA7.5. 
45 Think how joking with a close friend tends to produce greater comedic complexity than if one sits down and 
attempts to pen a comedic monologue (ũƵƐƚŝŵĂŐŝŶĞƚŚĞǁƌŝƚĞƌ ?Ɛ ďůŽĐŬŝĨǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŶĞǀĞƌƚƌŝĞĚŝƚ ).  Consider also 
how Stewart Lee designates his shows as works-in-progress for approximately six months, mining the 
intermental experience of their live performance throughout, until he deems them worthy of being termed a 
tour (Lee, 2016).   
46 This aspect of The Chair Exercise is explored specifically in A3.3.1. 
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awareness of social learning.  /ŶƚŚĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨdŚĞŚĂŝƌǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?ŝƐƚŚĞĐŚĂŝƌ ?ŝŶ
ĂĚƵŽůŽŐƵĞƐĐĞŶĞ ? ‘ƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?ǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶĞ ?ƐĂĐƚing partner, for example.  Barnett, too, 
notes the often collective nature of authentic manifestations of epistemic dispositions 
(2012: 71).  Authenticity is a touchstone quality for both Barnett (2012, 2009) and Andrea.  
Just as notions of truth are problematic for disciplines throughout academia, they are 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĨŽƌŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ ?dƌƵƚŚĐŽŵŵŝƚƐŽŶĞƚŽĂďŝŶĂƌǇǀŝĞǁŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
Andrea criticised in 3.6.1.2.  Authenticity, on the other hand, is indeterminate.47  For Barnett 
(2012: 71, 2009: 434) and Andrea, authenticity is an active mode of being that is bound up 
with authorial ownership of what one is doing.   
 Although I agree that authenticity is an active mode of being, a qualification is 
needed with regard to authorial ownership, as this implies an individualistic focus.  
Authenticity arguably connotes presence, which is associated with mindfulness (Brown & 
ZǇĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?,ĂŶŚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ƉƌĞĨĞƌŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ “worldfulness ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ), which 
reƚƵƌŶƐŝŶ ? ? ? ?/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇĂŶĚƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞĂƌ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚŶŽƚďǇƚƵƌŶŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
attention inward, as with mindfulness, but outward, such that self-consciousness 
disappears.  Awareness, however, may remain, which connects back to my concept of 
awareness-of-self-within-process that I developed in 2.4.  My experience of being 
performed by the structures of The Ludic Triangle, as I will discuss in Part II, was that of 
focusing my attention outward and recognising that I was being carried along by the 
evolving performance without ever losing sight of myself nor of my impact on the process.  
As we will see in the case studies, although they do not always express it nor couch it in the 
same language, some ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐĂŶĚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇŚĂĚ
similar experiences.  For example, one perficipant found that Wandercast seemed to 
engender a dialogic process that prevented their own thoughts from dominating and a 
number of Spinstallation S3 ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚďĞŝŶŐĂǁĂƌĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌ ‘ŽďĞĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŽƚŚĞ
process.  The risky (Huizinga, 1970: 29) and unpredictable (Gordon & Esbjörn-Hargens, 2007: 
                                                          
47 dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƵƐĂŐĞŽĨĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇ ?ƐǇŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐǁŝƚŚŐĞŶƵŝŶĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝƐƚŝĐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ŝƐƚŚis an 
ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐZŽƚŚŬŽ ? ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŚĞƌĞǁĞĂƌĞďĂĐŬƚŽŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ ƚƌƵƚŚ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĐŽƵůĚďĞ
ƌĞĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚĞĚĂƐ “ŝƐŝƚƚƌƵĞƚŚĂƚZŽƚŚŬŽƉĂŝŶƚĞĚƚŚŝƐ ? ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚĞǀĞŶŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůƋƵĂůŝƚǇƚŽƚŚĞ
word, since it refers to an authorial relationship between Rothko and the work in question.  Nonetheless, 
neither Andrea nor Barnett (2012, 2009) use the term authentic so as to demand a truth-statement.  For them, 
ĂŶĚĨŽƌŵĞ ?ƚŚĞŵŽƌĞƉĞƌƚŝŶĞŶƚĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚďĞ “ǁĂƐƚŚĞƉĂŝŶter painting authentically 
ǁŚĞŶƐ ?ŚĞŵĂĚĞƚŚŝƐƉŝĞĐĞ ? ?ǇĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ?ƚŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽƚŚŝƐůĂƐƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚĚĞƉĞŶĚŽŶǇŽƵƌƉŽŝŶƚŽĨǀŝĞǁ
and cannot be conclusively determined. 
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206) nature of play(fulness) compels one to focus outward in order to respond 
spontaneously or else shatter the play(ful)-context.  I suggest that Playfulness is only 
possible in the absence of self-consciousness, since the indicative appears to dominate 
within self-ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ? “KŚ ?'ŽĚ ?/ ?ŵƐŽĨĂƚ ? ?Žƌ “/ ?ŵǁĂǇƚŽŽ ŽĚĞƐƚ ? ) ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐŵǇ
notion of Playfulness requires subjunctivity.  Instead, Playfulness facilitates authentic 
presence through awareness-of-self-within-process.  To achieve this, as with authentic 
ĂĐƚŝŶŐ ?ŽŶĞŵƵƐƚ “ƵŶƉůƵŐƚŚĞ ?ŝŶŶĞƌ ?ds ? ?ŶĚƌĞĂ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŵŽƐƚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĚŽne 
by focusing outward and thus learning socially, or ecologically. 
 
3.6.2: Be A Good Sport 
 
LudicrousPilgrim ŝƐǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚĂŵĂŶŽĨƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ďƵƚŚĞ ?ƐŶŽƚĂďŽǀĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŶŐĂ
plummy phrase and putting it to his own uses like a linguistic Robin Hood.  However, 
ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐŝƚŝƐĂďŝƚĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚĞǆĂĐƚůǇǁŚĂƚŚĞ ?ƐŐĞƚƚŝŶŐĂƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƉƌŽďĂďůǇ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŚĞ ?ƐĨŽƌĞǀĞƌƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽƌĂŝƐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ?Be A Good Sport is a 
case in point, as it seems quite similar to Just Play Along.  Be A Good Sport also 
ƉĞƌƚĂŝŶƐƚŽ>W ?ƐŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ-focus, since one must relinquish self-consciousness in order to 
achieve it; a Good Sport is comfortable with looking ludicrous, yet does not make a show of 
it.  A Good Sport plays along, for sure, but where Just Play Along focuses on LP activity, 
Be A Good Sport foregrounds its ontological aspects. 
dŽƐƵƌǀŝǀĞĂŶĚƚŚƌŝǀĞŝŶĂǁŽƌůĚŽĨƐƵƉĞƌĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ “ĂůƌĞĂĚǇƌĞƉůĞƚĞǁŝƚŚ
ŵĂŶŝĨŽůĚŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ĂƌŶĞƚƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĂŶĚŝƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ŝƌƌĞĐŽŶĐŝůĂďůǇ
indeterminate and ambiguous, one must be able to withstand and operate within a state of 
ambiguity (Barnett, 2012: 68).48  Though the ambiguity may be epistemic in origin, it incurs a 
state of being and thus requires an ontologically oriented pedagogy; supercomplexity by its 
                                                          
48 Recall that the ability to operate within a state of ambiguity is also a capacity that Stein deems necessary for 
creativity (1953: 312). 
Performance frameworks with sufficient ambiguity to remain open-ended (and thereby conduct a significant 
degree of perficipant agency into and through the process) are crucial to this.  However, it is imperative that 
this is balanced with sufficient information, and delivered in such a way, so as to give perficipants the 
confidence to engage, whilst maximising ambiguity.  For another example of this in action, see 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/finding-fufu/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#6 Finding FuFu). 
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nature cannot be unravelled epistemologically.  A ludic disposition is particularly effective at 
developing ambiguity-resilience, I argue, since my play(fulness) formulation is constituted by 
layered bifurcations of world-engagement, which produces (inherently uncertain) 
potentiality.49 
I suggest that a ludic disposition is also highly valuable to pedagogy in general, since 
it arguably fosters the development of the other epistemic dispositions Barnett mentions, 
ƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ĂǁŝůůƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞ ? ? ? ? ?9: 433  W see footnote 28).  Given that a ludic disposition 
involves the ongoing creation of conditions for creativity and wellbeing through the 
discovery of novelty in the quotidian, LP (and this research overall) can be aligned with 
ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĐĂůĂŝŵƐŽĨƚŚĞŽŶƚŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐ ‘>ŝĨĞ-^ƉĂŶ ?ƐĐŚŽŽůŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ?
Namely, to enable individuals to maximise their range of possible lifelong development and 
support them in living life as desirably and effectively as possible (Baltes, Lindenberger & 
Staudinger, 1998: 1030).  It is clear, then, that LP is an ontological pedagogy, such as those 
advocated by Barnett (2009, 2012), Dewey (1959), Freire (1972), and Molesworth, Nixon & 
Scullion (2009).  As I have explained, I primarily draw the ontological orientation of LP from 
ƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŽĨŵǇĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŽŝƌĞƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐƵŶĚĞƌŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐƚƵƚĞůĂŐĞ ? 
 
3.6.3: Life Is A Joke 
 
Here, again, LudicrousPilgrim reveals himself to be a sharp-eyed linguistic magpie, this 
time thieving from my MDRAMA dissertation,50 which was titled Reality Is A Joke.  In it, I 
ĚƌĂǁƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ^ĐŚŽƉĞŶŚĂƵĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ŝŶĐŽŶŐƌƵŝƚǇƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨŚƵŵŽƵƌĂŶĚƚŚĞ
incongruity between sensory perceptions and objective reality,51 concluding that   
Stand-hƉŽŵĞĚǇĐĂŶƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂĨŽƌƵŵǁŚĞƌĞďǇǁĞǁŝƚŶĞƐƐ Q ?ĂŶĚ ? QĞŶũŽǇƚŚĞ
innate ludicrousness of our world. Reality is a joke, and its expression through 
laughter is the meaning of life. (2008: 16) 
                                                          
49 I develop my play(fulness) formulation in 2.4, explain how play(fulness) generates potentiality in 2.6, and 
interrelations between play(fulness) and potentiality are further developed in Chapter 4, beginning at 4.3. 
50 This dissertation (available uƉŽŶƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ )ǁĂƐƚŚĞĨŝŶĂůĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŽĨŵǇƵŶĚĞƌŐƌĂĚƵĂƚĞŵĂƐƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
programme at Kent, for which I studied stand-up comedy under Oliver Double, as noted in 3.6.1.2 above. 
51 See also Chapter 4 for further discussion of this potential incongruity. 
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I still subscribe to this view, yet now realise that play(fulness), as the forerunner of humour, 
allows for its broadening beyond humanity.  Indeed, it is likely that human laughter evolved 
from mammalian social play (Graham & Burghardt, 2010: 407).  Bateson sees play(fulness) 
and humour as deeply connected (1979: 116), a view which is empirically supported.  For 
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?>ǇŶŶĂƌŶĞƚƚ ?ƐĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůǁŽƌŬůĞĚŚĞƌƚŽĚĞĨŝŶĞ the ludic disposition as 
the predisposition to frame (or reframe) a situation in such a way as to provide 
oneself (and possibly others) with amusement, humor, and/or entertainment. 
(2007: 955) 
This formulation thus echoes my own in the sense that Playfulness is characterised by 
positive hedonic valence.  In LP, the ludic pedagogue instigates the situational framing, yet 
the ludic students must co-create the frame and all must willingly enter into it, which is 
ǁŚĞƌĞ^ƵŝƚƐ ? “ũƵƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĐŽŵĞƐŝŶƚŽƉůĂǇ ?&ŽƌƚŚĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐŽĨƚŚŝƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ?/
take humour and enjoyment together, since both possess positive hedonic valence. 
 
3.6.3.1: Gimme Some /HDUQLQ· 
 
The aforementioned policies which reflect and drive ludic inhibition have been shown to 
ĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ĞŶũŽǇŵĞŶƚŽĨĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶďǇimposing the study of  ‘ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ ?ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ
ŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ, whilst, at the same time, inhibiting creative approaches to 
teaching (Hutchings, 2015: 40 W44, 46 W49).52  Although direct causal links between 
enjoyment and learning cannot be conclusively established (Lumby, 2015: 252), just as with 
play(fulness) and creativity, this does not mean that the two are not associated.  Indeed, 
enjoyment of education is closely associated with the intrinsic motivation to engage with 
and pursue it (Alix, 2016; Lesley, 2016).  I suggest that enjoyment and other factors within 
ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐƐĞĐŽŶĚƉůĂǇ-criterion (2010b: 17), which I associate with Playfulness,53 are vital 
ƚŽƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂƌŶĞƚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŝĐĚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ ?ŝĨ
one is to undergo personal transformation pursuant to lifelong learning, the process must 
                                                          
52 Ironically, these effects are felt most keenly by disadvantaged and low-attainment students (Hutchings, 
2015: 38 W43) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐĚŽŶŽƚƐĞƌǀĞƚŚĞĂŝŵƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌ “ƐŽĐŝĂůũƵƐƚŝĐĞ ?(Gibb, 
2015, 2016: [online]) rhetoric. 
53 dŽƌĞǀŝƐŝƚŵǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ď )ƉůĂǇ-criteria and their relation to play(fulness), see 2.3 W2.4. 
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hold some attraction.54  Playful humour is deemed intrinsically motivating (Lieberman, 1977: 
69 W70), so plays a key role in this. 
 
55 
In addition to students likely ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ “ŵŽƌĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŽƵƚŽĨ ?play-based-pedagogy] than 
ǇŽƵĐŽƵůĚĞǀĞƌŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ ? ?>ĞƐůĞǇ(2016) cites the crucial effect of this method as engendering 
intrinsic motivation to learn, which is bound up with the enjoyment students derive from 
experiential learning, often through role-play.  Intrinsic motivation is of paramount 
importance if students are to develop epistemic dispositions and qualities (Deci & Ryan, 
                                                          
54 (Unless one is masochistic, but even then one wŽƵůĚĚĞƌŝǀĞƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞĨƌŽŵŽŶĞ ?ƐĚŝƐƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞ ?ƐŽǁŽƵůĚĞŶũŽǇ
the process anyway.) 
As per Chapter 2, LP promotes creative and enjoyable approaches to education, which are reported by 
children in both primary and secondary education (Hutchings, 2015: 5), as well as undergraduates (Blundson et 
al., 2003), as providing the most memorable, and therefore effective, learning environments.  I suggest that a 
major, positive factor in the development of my own will to learn was the presence of drama as an inherently 
creative subject (and/or extracurricular activity) throughout my education. 
55 Just to be clear, I am not suggesting that this Perplexpedition constitutes a lesson, although the perficipants 
arguably learned something of the potential to interact ludically with strangers.  I am arguing that playful 
humour, as illustrated here, constitutes an important means of developing intrinsic motivation in pedagogical 
situations. 
Fig.9: Laughing about a (big) cat. 
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1985), all of which is threatened by the dominance of extrinsic motivation in the current, 
outcome-focused system (Molesworth, Nixon & Scullion, 2009: 281 W282).   
 White argues that play is a maniĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŚĂƚŚĞƚĞƌŵƐ “ ? )ĨĨĞĐƚĂŶĐĞŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?
(1959: 321), which is essentially synonymous with intrinsic motivation, referring to a desire 
ƚŽŐĂŝŶĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐǇŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚal interactions (ibid: 297).  Intrinsic motivation is 
one of Burghardt ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĨŝǀĞĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂĨŽƌƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐŝŶŐƉůĂǇďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ǇĞƚtŚŝƚĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
theory suggests that the two may be more closely interrelated.  Indeed, Lieberman argues 
ƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŝƐ “ƉĂƌƚŽĨĂŶŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĐĞ ? ? ? ?77:  ? ? ? ) ?tŚŝƚĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
theory parallels 'ƌŽŽƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƉůĂǇ-theory, since both view play-behaviour as 
providing the central, motivational means by which many animals gain environmental 
competence and autonomy.  For White, autonomy refers ƚŽŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽ
transform the environment (1959: 324), which pertains to the original interpretations of 
ZƵŶĐŽ ?Ɛ (1996) personal creativity theory, ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚƵƐ ?tŚŝƚĞ ?Ɛ
(1959) theory simultaneously: resonates with my suggestion in Chapter 2 that play(fulness) 
may mark the evolutionary change allowing species to modify their environments; offers 
further links between play(fulness) and creativity, and also links play(fulness), intrinsic 
motivation, and learning.  WhitĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚ>W can establish epistemic 
dispositions and qualities through intrinsic motivation, helping to create competent and 
autonomous individuals.   
ĞĐŝ ?ZǇĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚtŚŝƚĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŝƐ
theory with learning, finding that intrinsic motivation flourishes in situations which foster 
the development of competency and autonomy, which, following White (1959), I suggest 
ĂƌĞĂůƐŽƚŚŽƐĞƚŚĂƚĂůůŽǁĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?dŚŝƐĂĐĐŽƌĚƐǁŝƚŚ>ĞƐůĞǇ ?ƐĞǆƉĞƌŝence and shows 
LP to offer a virtuous circle: play(fulness) promotes competency and autonomy, which 
allows intrinsic motivation to flourish, which, in turn, leads to further development of 
competency and autonomy, thus increasing the likelihood of developing an ontological 
orientation towards ongoing learning.  As for the effects of an outcome focused system, 
Lieberman cites studies which found that extrinsic rewards negatively impact intrinsic 
motivation (1977: 78).  Though it remains contentious, this claim was substantiated through 




3.6.4: Play First, Ask Questions Later 
 
This is arguably the least enigmatic of LudicrousPilgrim ?ƐƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ?ŝƚƉůĂǇĨƵůůǇƐƵďǀĞƌƚƐ
mindless, militaristic attitudes56 and sends itself up whilst addressing the potential criticism 
of a lack of criticality.  This potential problem would appear to be courted also by 
,ĞĂƚŚĐŽƚĞ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŽƉƚŝŵĂůĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŝŶĐƵůĐĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĚŝƐĐĞƌŶ
whĂƚŽŶĞ ?ƐŶĞǆƚƐƚĞƉƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ ?ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ “ ?ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌŝŶŐ ?ǁŚĂƚŽŶĞĚŝĚĚŽŶĞǆƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?57 
since the latter implies a lack of critical awareness during the activity itself.  However, there 
is an implicit reflexivity in this act of discovery, which is a necessary condition for criticality, 
ĂŶĚ,ĞĂƚŚĐŽƚĞ ?ƐƉŚƌĂƐĞĂůƐŽĞǀŽŬĞƐĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ-of-self-within-process.  Heathcote was 
acutely aware of the need for criticality in education, constantly seeking means by which 
students might experience and reflect simultaneouƐůǇŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽ “ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌũŽƵƌŶĞǇ
ǁŚŝůĞďĞŝŶŐďŽƚŚƚŚĞĐĂƵƐĞĂŶĚŵĞĚŝƵŵŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ? ?ŝďĚ P ? ? ? ) ?ƐǁĞůůĂƐƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐ
play(fulness)-as-ďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚŝƐƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĚƵĂůŝƚǇŝƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
experience of Wandercast; a common themĞŽĨŵǇƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƐ ?ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶƉ ? ?ǁĂƐĂ
ƐĞŶƐĞŽĨŽďƐĞƌǀŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂƐŽŶĞĞŶĂĐƚƐŝƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ?ĂŐĂŝŶ ?ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ-
of-self-within-process.  Additionally, paralleling Mercer (2013: 155), Heathcote deems a 
major benefit of the inherently ƐŽĐŝĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨŚĞƌǁŽƌŬƚŽďĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚĂ “ ‘ǁŝĚĞŶŝŶŐ ?ƐƉŚĞƌĞŽĨĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚďĞƐĂŝĚĂůƐŽƚŽďĞ
at work in my Spinstallation workshops. 
Criticality-facilitation could be said to involve  “psychological distancing ? ?>ŝĞďĞƌŵĂŶ ?
ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ^ŝŶŐĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĚĞĞŵƐƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĚŝƐƚĂŶĐŝŶŐĂ “ƉƌĞƌĞƋƵŝƐŝƚĞƚŽĂƉůĂǇĨƵůĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ
ƚŽŚƵŵŽƵƌĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ĂůƐŽƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐŝƚƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƐƉŽŶƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? )
and task- rather than ego-orientation (ibid:  ? ? ? ) ?ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŶŐ>W ?ƐŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ-focus.58  
                                                          
56 See also my discussion of my Captain Ludicrous persona in 7.5.1. 
57 dŚŝƐĂůƐŽƌĞƐĞŵďůĞƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂĚĂŐĞƚŚĂƚ “ ?/ )ŶƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƐĞ ?ĂŶĞǆƉůŽƌĞƌĐĂŶŶĞǀĞƌŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚŚĞŝƐ
ĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐƵŶƚŝůŝƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxxiv) and my notion of awareness-of-self-within-process. 
58 Psychological distancing has a long history in social and developmental psychology (Giesbrecht, Müller & 
Miller, 2010: 337).  On the developmental side, this tends to refer to the opening of a mental gap between an 
agent and their spatio-temporal surroƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?/ŶWŝĂŐĞƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶ
2.2.4, the twin processes of assimilation and accommodation imply internal psychological distance as one 
oscillates between and coordinates them.  On the social side, Trope & Liberman (2010) take psychological 
distance to be the degree of removal from oneself (in the dimensions of time, space, sociality, and 
hypotheticality) of objects or events that are not directly perceived.  All of these have their usefulness here, 
though Trope & Liberman assert that psychological distancing is egocentric (ibid: 440), since the reference 
point is always the self, which is opposite to Lieberman ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƵƐĂŐĞ ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚĂŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞůĨ
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>ŝĞďĞƌŵĂŶ ?ƐƵƐĂŐĞŽĨƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĚŝƐƚĂŶĐŝŶŐevokes an opening, and creative exploitation, 
of distances between simultaneously experienced modes of world-engagement and thus 
resonates with both play-as-bifurcĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ-of-self-within-process.  
Lieberman describes a capacity of psychological distancing as enabling individuals to take 
their work seriously without taking themselves seriously, relating this to the facilitation of 
creative productivity (ibid: 99).  Given the necessity of discretion within personal creativity 
(Runco, 1996), this would imply that psychological distancing, already implicated in 
play(fulness), may also facilitate criticality, as Lieberman herself appears to suggest (1977: 
131).59   
  
3.7: Conclusion  
 
As I will demonstrate in Part II, LP is instantiated in the practice of this project within 4P 
artworks which engage adult perficipants.  My practice has this focus because, not only are 
adults more likely to jump to judgement according to prior experience, rather than playfully 
constructing original interpretations (Runco & Pina, 2013: 380), but they also tend to believe 
that play(fulness) has no place in schooling (Hall & Abbott, 1991: 2).  Furthermore, adults 
increasiŶŐůǇƐĞĞŬƚŽƌĞŐŝŵĞŶƚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƉůĂǇ ?ŝƐŚŽƉ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? It is only through ĂĚƵůƚƐ ? 
reappraisal of the importance of, and place for, play(fulness) that lasting change will occur.  
If adults come to value play(fulness) in their interactions with any and all environments (e.g. 
work, leisure, family, friends, etc.), this would facilitate its gaining credibility as a crucial 
element of pedagogy, as well as its establishment as an appropriate and desirable 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůƚƌĂŝƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚŽŶĞ ?ƐůŝĨĞƚŝŵĞ ?I have sought to show, in the second half of this 
chapter, that LP is founded on principles, and fosters qualities, which have value across 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐůŝĨĞƐƉĂŶ ?ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇĂƐũŽď-automation increases): thriving in ambiguity, social learning, 
authenticity, a commitment to personal transformation, humour, intrinsic motivation to 
                                                          
presupposes psychological distancing, since the latter seems a precondition for the reflexivity necessary to 
recognise oneself.  I primarily refer to the intrapsychological distancing of subjunctivity. 
59 Interestingly, Runco cites the relevance of methods drawn from arts education in developing the evaluative 
skills fundamental to deciding whether an idea is creative (i.e. useful) or simply original, arguing that 
traditional methods for enhancing critical thinking are unsuitable for the exploration and evaluation of original 
ideas (2003: 322). 
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learn, and criticality.  These principles can also aid the identification and promotion of 
existing LP practice. 
However, in the first half of this chapter, I argued that the current trends for data, 
accountability, and marketisation have engendered an educational environment inimical to 
play(fulness).  These would need to be reversed, or reconfigured so as to considerably 
reduce their negative effects, if LP is to flourish within the English education system.  
Furthermore, although play(fulness) might be making increasing incursions into 
contemporary culture, I argue that its widespread structuring, defining, and controlling by 
corporate and institutional entities leads to further pressure on LudicrousPilgrim-style 
play(fulness), particularly the subversive (yet highly valuable) Playfulness.  I contend that the 
prevalence of institutionalised play-forms inevitably influences predominant notions of the 
nature of play(fulness).  I further contend that institutionalised play(fulness) is impoverished 
in terms of creative potential, since these play-forms must produce predictable, i.e. 
ƵŶŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĨŽƌƚŚĞŵƚŽďĞǀŝĂďůĞƚŽŽůƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƵƌƐƵĂŶĐĞŽĨŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŝŵƐ ?
There is play(fulness) around, just not the right kind. 
WƌŽũĞĐƚƐƐƵĐŚĂƐdŚĞhŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨ^ŚĞĨĨŝĞůĚ ?ƐDKK ?DĂƐƐŝǀĞKƉĞŶKŶůŝŶĞŽƵƌƐĞ ) ?
Exploring Play (2017), which also takes a lifespan approach and explores the importance of 
play(fulness) in everyday life, indicates that there is a current need for projects like this one.  
If the value of play(fulness) across the lifespan was widely recognised, there would be no 
ŶĞĞĚĨŽƌ^ŚĞĨĨŝĞůĚ ?ƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?ŶŽƌŵǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?dŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐWůĂǇŝƐĐŽŶǀĞŶĞĚďǇ
Professors of Education Elizabeth Wood and Jackie Marsh further indicates the need for 
play(fulness) in pedagogy.  I do not imply that LP is unique; others also directly argue for the 
importance of playfulness in education (e.g. Fisher et al., 2010; Youell, 2008; Lieberman, 
1977).  Despite their advantages, neither my LP nor other ludic pedagogies  W such as 
>ĞƐůĞǇ ?Ɛ ?ŶĚƌĞĂ ?Ɛ ?Žƌ,ĞĂƚŚĐŽƚĞ ?Ɛ W can guarantee Playfulness; as Youell (2008) argues, it 
cannot be directly taught.  I therefore reformulate a point made in 2.5.2: in the same way 
that teaching creates conditions for learning to occur (Rogers, 2010: 53), LP creates 
conditions for Playfulness to occur.60  When Playfulness does occur, I argue that learning of 
                                                          
60 In creating the conditions for Playfulness, one is necessarily creating a relaxed environment, since, as I 
mentioned, Playfulness disappears when individuals are under stress.  Competitive games, then, are not good 
candidates for methods through which to implement LP, as competition almost always involves stress, even if 
one is adept at, and tends to enjoy, such games or sports (Georgopolous et al., 2011; Aubets & Segura, 1995). 
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greater complexity, depth, and value is possible.  Furthermore, students will be behaving 
authentically and enjoying themselves too, flourishing in an inherently uncertain world 
whilst laughing in its ludicrous face.  In order to deal with exponentially-increasing 
uncertainty and job-automation, this is not something that would be nice to do, it is 
necessary. 
 
Perhaps LudicrousPilgrim and I should found a free school. 
 
In this chapter, I have grounded this research, my conception of play(fulness), and, crucially, 
my practice in its social and personal context.  I chose the English education system as a 
social exemplar because this is where the structural socio-political trends that I identify as 
simultaneously major symptoms and drivers of ludic inhibition (quantification, 
marketisation, and the accountability agenda) can be most visibly perceived.  I chose to 
focus on education also because it is the civil process most clearly responsible for inducting 
younger generations into society and because I perceive my project to manifest significant 
and valuable pedagogical principles.  I have highlighted the need for uninhibited and 
uninstitutionalised ludicality if future generations are to not only thrive in the age of 
uncertainty but find humour in it, while developing their creative potential and 
interpersonal skills in order to meet the challenges of increased job-automation.  I have 
presented this project as offering practical and theoretical suggestions in this regard.   
In the next chapter, I move from social to a broader scope of contextualisation, as I 
construct the conceptual framework within which LP, The Ludic Triangle, and this project as 
a whole operates.  Where, in this chapter, I have argued for the importance of play(fulness) 
for us as a human society, in the next chapter I will argue for the importance of play(fulness) 
ĨŽƌƵƐĂƐŽŶĞŽĨĂƌƚŚ ?ƐůƵĚŝĐƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ ?dŚĞďĂĐŬďŽŶĞŽĨƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌŚĂƐďĞĞŶŵǇ
contextualisation of this project in terms of pedagogy.  Teaching and learning is a ubiquitous 
practice and phenomenon not limited to formal education, the importance of which is not 
diminished by its being mundane.  In the next chapter, I will argue that the similar 
mundaneity and possible ubiquitousness of play(fulness) takes on philosophical significance.  
This makes the potential for my practice to propagate play(fulness) all the more important. 
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Chapter 4: Conceptual 
Framework ² Ludic Ecology  
 
4.1: Introduction  
 
dŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌďƌŽĂĚĞŶƐƚŚĞǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐ ?ĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐŵǇƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵ
Chapter 2 and developing its ontogenetic importance, revealed through LP in Chapter 3, to 
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂůŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?Ă ŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ŝŶ
addition to its potential phylogenetic associations.  The conceptual framework both 
provides means with which readers can engage the project on a conceptual level and 
ĞůƵĐŝĚĂƚĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶĂŶĚ'ŝďƐŽŶŝĂŶǁĞůůƐƉƌŝŶŐƐ ?/ƚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƉŽŝŶƚƐŝŶƚǁŽ
directions: inwards from outside and outwards from within.  This chapter also lays the 
analytical ground for the case studies to come.   
In order to deal with ludic interactions between people and environments, I outline 
my position on the nature, form, and structure of environmental interactions generally; i.e. 
what I take interactions between people and environments to be.  As you may have 
guessed, I view them as fundamentally ecological.  I thus take all interactions as 
environmental interactions and all actions as interactions, since all actions both take place 
within environments which partially determine them and also effect change within those 
environments.  The change in the environment then affects the possibilities for future 
actions, and so on.  Therefore, taking an ecological stance has far-reaching implications, as I 
hope to show. 
As I expressed in the Thesis Roadmap at 1.6.4, this chapter is where I develop the 
notion of play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon.  This argument has four main 
aspects, which are complexly interrelated and are therefore not neatly and sequentially 
separated within this chapter; it is more like a spaghetti dish than a lasagne, but with no less 
rich a sauce.1  Firstly, I argue that play(fulness) is best viewed relationally  W i.e. as a context 
                                                          
1 I understand that, strictly speaking, intertwined strands of spaghetti are complicated, rather than complex.  
For a perhaps more accurate simile: my play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon argument is more like 
ǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ ?ƐĐƵƌƌǇƚŚĂŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐƐĂƐŚŝŵŝ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŝĚĞĂƐĂƌĞŶŽůĞƐƐĨƌĞƐŚ ? 
 108 
 
or pattern, something that is not localised but exists between things  W and that doing so can 
ŚĞůƉƌĞǀĞĂůƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )-as-
subjunctivity, developed in Chapter 2, exemplifies and reveals the extra-logical nature of our 
experience; in this regard, the inherent ludicrousness of The Ludic Triangle is especially 
effective.  Thirdly, the inescapable unpredictability of play(fulness), which demands 
unceasing acts of rebalancing and negotiation from those involved, exemplifies the strictly 
holistic nature of the ecological systems that make up our world.  Fourthly, I argue that by 
encouraging perficipants to attend to ludic affordances, which are extrinsically afunctional, 
my practice highlights the way in which we constantly pull from the multitude those 
affordances that we perceive as we actively co-constitute our experience; the remainder 
exist as potentiality.  Throughout the chapter, the ambiguity and indeterminacy that, in 
Chapter 3, I argued is a fundamental characteristic of the human social world will take on 
still greater importance. 
 
I maintain that the ecological perspective is one of great explicatory and practical worth: 
explicatory because it is valid at any level of description where living processes are involved, 
and practical because it has ƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽŐƵŝĚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŽŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƚ
all scales from individual to global.  The patterns of mutual modification between this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂŶĚŝƚƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƌĞǀĞĂůƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƌĐĂƵƐĂůŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐďĞĂƌ
the formal hallmarks of an ecological system.  In other words, in both this project and other 
ecologies, the causality of change between elements is bidirectional so that the system 
evolves as a whole, like grassy plains and horses evolving together as a holistic system 
(Bateson, 2000: 155).  This at once demonstrates the suitability of an ecological conceptual 
framework for this project and, given the practical potential of the ecological viewpoint, 
suggests potential impact and value of this project beyond the performances themselves; 





4.2: Batesonian Lens 
 
dŚĞŵĂŝŶĐŽŶĚƵŝƚŽĨƚŚŝƐĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬŚĂƐŝƚƐƐŽƵƌĐĞŝŶ ?ĂŶĚŝƐƐŚĂƉĞĚďǇ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ work, 
though this should not imply a one-way transfer of influence; there is feedback and 
feedforward among all elements of the framework.  In the present section, I briefly set out 
and contextualise ƐŽŵĞŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĐŽƌĞŝĚĞĂƐƐŽƚŚĂƚǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůƚƌŝďƵƚĂƌŝĞƐ ?
divergences, and confluences may be duly mapped out.2 
I maintain that all life is always-already ecological in the sense that nothing in this 
world, neither cell nor being nor concept, exists in a vacuum.  The task is to find the right 
level of description to perceive ecological relations between things and to employ a 
sufficiently flexible perspective capable of perceiving relations or resonances between 
levels.  Bateson is useful on each of these fronts, both of which are crucial to the 
development of rigorous, non-reductive understandings ŽĨůŝĨĞ ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĂƐŝƐƉƵƌƐƵĞĚ
ŚĞƌĞ ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?ŽŶĞĐŽƵůĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂƐĂŵƵůƚŝ-focal-micro-
macroscope3 in that it affords the simultaneous consideration of multiple levels, at widely 
disparate scales, thus facilitating investigaƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ƚŚĞƉĂƚƚĞƌŶǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ?ĂůůůŝǀŝŶŐ
things (1979: 8).  In this blog post, I argue that this perspectival flexibility is particularly 
useful for PaR projects, especially those which are philosophically-inflected, such as this 




The levels of description, and complexity, most pertinent to this project are those which 
encompass the playful interaction of humans with their environment.  Unsurprisingly, 
however, an anthropocentric stance is not tenable here.  Not only since anthropocentrism 
                                                          
2 Given that Bateson ǁĂƐĂƚƌƵůǇŝŶƚĞƌĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽŶƉƌŽďůĞŵƐŝŶ “anthropology, psychology, 
evolutionary biology, and communication theory ? ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐĂƌŐƵĂďůǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĂŶĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƉŚŝůŽƐƉŚǇŝŶ
his efforts towards an all-encompassing (yet ultimately ƵŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ ) “ƚƌĂŶƐ-ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐ ? (Cashman, 
2008: 45), it is unsurprising that there are many elements of his thought which are implicated in this project, 
but lie outside the scope of the main text of this chapter.  See A4.1 for further information and discussion. 
3 Which sounds like something out of ĞǆƚĞƌ ?Ɛ>Ăď ?ĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŝƚ ?KƌƉĞƌŚĂƉƐŽŶĞŽĨ/ŶƐƉĞĐƚŽƌ'ĂĚŐĞƚ ?Ɛ
appendages.  I know that LudicrousPilgrim never leaves the house without his multi-focal-micro-macroscope. 
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largely runs counter to ecological approaches,4 but also since play is a pattern of behaviour 
which connects species as diverse as turtles, crocodiles, fish, wasps, spiders, and octopuses, 
as well as most mammals (Graham & Burghardt, 2010: 394 W400); something I hinted 
towards in 2.2.1.  Indeed, the wide distribution of play throughout phylogeny can be cited as 
evidence against the validity of anthropocentrism generally, the latter being construed as 
the view that our mental characteristics set our species above, and apart from, all else that 
lives.  ^ƵĐŚĂǀŝĞǁĐůĞĂƌůǇŽƉƉŽƐĞƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ-which-connects and his 
 “ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxxiii ) ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞƐĞĚĞĞŵ “ƚŚĞǀĞƌǇŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞŵĂĐƌŽƐĐŽƉŝĐǁŽƌůĚ
 ?ƚŽďĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŝƚĞǆŚŝďŝƚŵĞŶƚĂůĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?5  
Bateson placed considerable focus on play, citing its importance as a connecting 
pattern, which further indicates the value of structuring his thinking into this framework and 
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐŵǇĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂů ƌĞĚĞŶƚŝĂůƐ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶĂƐƐĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚŚŝƐ
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƉůĂǇ “ĐĂƐƚůŝŐŚƚŽŶƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞŽĨďŝŽůŽŐǇ ? ?ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ
demonstrating our connectedness with it (1979: 116), since it highlighted the paramount 
importance of hierarchical contexts in communication and demonstrated that humans are 
not alone in being able to entertain at least two levels simultaneously.6  He refers to this 
phenomenon as metacommunication (2000: 177 W193).7  (These hierarchical contexts 
                                                          
4 /ŶŽƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ “ŶŽŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?sĞƌŶĂĚƐŬǇ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐ
jointly developed by Vladimir Vernadsky, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, and Edouard Le Roy in the 1920s (Oldfield 
& Shaw, 2006: 149).  The noosphere describes a mental realm which is the exclusive preserve of humanity.  
This view also posits that mentality has an atomistic nature, which is to say that human individuals are 
presumed to possess mental properties or potential.  Like Bateson, I oppose this view, instead deeming 
ŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇƚŽďĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇĂŶĚŝŶĞƐĐĂƉĂďůǇƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ?  ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ŽŶĞ ?ƐŵŝŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐŝŶƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĐŽŵƉůĞǆ
of relations one has with the world, although the very notion of individual minds is problematic, as I discuss in 
A4.3.  See A4.3 ĂůƐŽĨŽƌĂĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŝƐƐƵĞƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽ ‘ŵŝŶĚ ?ĂƐŶŽƵŶ ? 
5 In A4.3, I argue that this does not go far enough and that mental characteristics are exhibited at all scales. 
6 ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƉůĂǇ-theory implicitly characterises animals which play as enacting the capacity to categorise their 
actions, since, for Bateson, play entails the communication of context and thus the classification of actions 
taking place within that context (1979: 116).  Whether or not animals propositionally know that they are 
ĐůĂƐƐŝĨǇŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐŵŝŐŚƚďĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ ?ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ?ĂŶĚƚĞƌƚŝĂƌǇ
process play, discussed in 2.5.2.  I suggest that primary process play is unlikely to be accompanied by explicit 
knowledge of context, but that secondary and tertiary process may well be, since by these stages play is 
argued to have assumed ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞĂŶŝŵĂů ?ƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůĂŶĚƉĞƌĐĞƉƚƵĂůĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ
 ?ƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?/ĂŵƵƐŝŶŐ ‘ƉƌŽƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ?ŚĞƌĞƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽĂŶĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞĂŶŝŵĂů ?ƐĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ ?Žƌ
experience, of context rather than implying that such an animal might have linguistic capabilities. 
7 ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ƚĞůůƐƵƐƚŚĂƚŚĞďŽƌƌŽǁƐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵtŚŽƌĨ ?ƐLanguage, Thought, 
and Reality  ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƐĞĞŵƚŽĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶtŚŽƌĨ ?ƐƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ ?dŚŽƵŐŚďƌĂĐŬĞƚŝŶŐŽƵƚ
the ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ?ƐƌŽůĞŝŶƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨŵŽĚĞƌŶŚƵŵĂŶĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?/ƐĞĞǀĂůƵĞŝŶƚŚĞ^ĂƉŝƌ-Whorf 
hypothesis, which stresses the constitutive (and determining) role of language in our thinking and world-view.  
The theory is especially useful in its ability to reveal category errors (e.g. Whorf, 1956: 134 W159).  However, 
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ĂƚĞƐŽŶĂůŝŐŶƐǁŝƚŚĞƌƚƌĂŶĚZƵƐƐĞůů ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨůŽŐŝĐĂůƚǇƉĞƐ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ? ?ďŽƚŚŽĨǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞ
ƐǇŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐǁŝƚŚ ‘ůĞǀĞůŽĨĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?For Bateson, hierarchy of context 
obtains in all forms of communication, such as in the contexts which govern the 
relationships of letter-to-word, word-to-phrase, phrase-to sentence, etc., as well as those 
governing the relationships of bone-to-finger, finger-to-hand, hand-to-arm, etc. [2000: 
154].)   
ƐĂƚĞƐŽŶŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ?ƚŚĞǀĞƌǇƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĚĞŶŽƚĂƚŝǀĞůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐ
communication requires the prior evolution of a complex of non-verbalised metalinguistic 
rules which establish relations between language (words and sentences, etc.) and the world 
of objects and events (2000: 180).  This being so, and since metacommunication applies to 
all species that play socially, I make no distinction between linguistic and non-linguistic 
play(fulness).8  From an ecological standpoint, all levels of living processes are 
communicational, i.e. characterised by information exchange.  Bateson points out, as noted 
above, that  “ƚŚĞŵǇƐƚĞƌŝŽƵƐĂŶĚƉŽůǇŵŽƌƉŚŝĐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶcontext and content obtains 
in both anatomy anĚůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐƐ ?, asserting that relations take primacy over relata when 
seeking insights into form and structure (ibid: 154), as this project does.  If one can clarify 
the relations, it follows that the relata will appear newly illuminated, since insights into their 
interactional structuring will have emerged.  As mentioned above, play is a pattern of 
behaviour, a (highly flexible) set of enacted relations between agent and environment.  I 
argue that this positions play(fulness) as a useful exemplar of the primacy of relations over 
relata in the structuring of reality and thus renders play(fulness) capable of facilitating 
philosophical understanding. 
Since this research proceeds by practice, experiential investigation is a major 
component, allowing me to map an area of the pattern from within by developing 
 “ ?ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌ ? QŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P37).  A core argument delineated here is that through 
performing ludic patterns of relation we can come to know more about ourselves and our 
environments.  As I shall discuƐƐ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐĂƐŚŝĨƚĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵŽŶĞ ?ƐŚĂďŝƚƵĂů
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĂĨĨŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƐĞĞŝŶŐ “ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ?ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ?ĞǇĞƐ ?ŶŽƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵ ? ?ůĂke, 
                                                          
language is only of secondary concern here, which is not to ignore its far-ƌĞĂĐŚŝŶŐĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌůĚ-
engagements.   
8 Furthermore, in this blog post, I suggest that Whorf overemphasises the role of language in a way that 
obscures the significant generalisation that contexts are primarily non-linguistic. 
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rephrased in Bateson, 2000: xxi), thereby cultivating closer contact with, and greater 
presence in, the world. 
dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĐůĞĂƌƐǇŵŵĞƚƌǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇ-as-metacommunication 
and my notion of play-as-layered-bifurcation-of-world-engagement, since each involve the 
parallel and synchronous (though not necessarily consciously differentiated) experiencing of 
at least two communicative levels.9  Since Bateson sees communication and context as the 
fundament of all living processes, from sensation to evolution (2000: 282 W283), he therefore 
deems the communicative complexification inherent in play to mark a crucial evolutionary 
step (ibid: 181).  One could reasonably construe this step as an indication of increased 
ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ?ĂĨƚĞƌĂůů ? “ƚǁŽĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞď ƚƚĞƌƚŚĂŶŽŶĞ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?
Indeed, Burghardt posits that simple play behaviours may have been the essential precursor 
to ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƉůĂǇǁŝƚŚŝĚĞĂƐŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚůǇŽĨƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ
a crucial evolutionary driver of our cognitive and emotional complexity (2010b: 17).10 
 
4.2.1.1: Metacommunication in Reality-Construction 
 
Recalling my argument in 2.4 that, to the subject, the subjunctive is every bit as real as the 
indicative, with equal reality-constituting potential, I extend this to claim that context and 
action-in-context also constitute reality with equivalence.11  As Keith Johnstone observes: 
ǀĞƌǇŐĞŶƚůĞƐŵĂĐŬƚŚĂƚ ?:ŽŚŶƐƚŽŶĞ ?ƐƚŚƌĞĞ-year-ŽůĚƐŽŶ ?ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƐĂƐ ‘ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ ?ǁŝůů
ŚĂǀĞŚŝŵŚŽǁůŝŶŐŝŶĂŐŽŶǇ ?ŚĂƌĚ ‘ƉůĂǇ ?ƐůĂƉŵĂǇŵĂŬĞŚŝŵůĂƵŐh. ([1979] 2015: 
32) 
In no way do I advocate the slapping of small children, but I have no reason to doubt the 
anecdote.12  This can be seen also on a global scale.  I am periodically struck by the 
                                                          
9 ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇĂs metacommunication is too narrow, as it does not fully 
account for certain examples of my practice (see 5.2.2). 
10 To be clear, I am not claiming that play unilaterally caused any increase, but suggest that cognitive 
complexity and play may mutually impact each other in an ecological, feedback-feedforward relationship.   
11 To reiterate, the nuance to this argument is that neither inherently has more impact on the constitution of 
reality than the other.  This is the case for both subjunctive/indicative and context/action-in-context.  In 
practice, the particularities of the circumstances will calibrate the ratio, subject to certain threshold conditions.  
For example, one can readily conceive of a situation in which the inordŝŶĂƚĞƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚŽĨĂ ‘ƉůĂǇ ?ƐůĂƉƌĞŶĚĞƌƐŝƚ
no longer play. 
12 I say this notwithstanding the implicit, and problematic, play-seriousness binary that Johnstone implies.   
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ůƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐŶĞƐƐŽĨƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ ‘ĂůŽƐƐŽĨĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ ? within financial markets can have 
far-reaching material effects (in terms of manufacturing output, for example).  Although 
actions-in-context may have changed little in such circumstances, a drastic change of 
context has been perceived by the banking community, in which a threshold of risk has been 
crossed, resulting in total reclassification of those actions-in-context.  Another recurring 
situation, which is no less real for its being hilarious, is when the markets are said to have 
ďĞĞŶ ‘ƐƉŽŽŬĞĚ ? ?ĂƐŝĨƚhey were a nervous horse (cf. Lakoff & Johnson, [1980] 2003). 
 I take Bateson to be thinking along similar lines to the above discussion when, in 
ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇĞŶŝŐŵĂƚŝĐƐƚǇůĞ ?ŚĞŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞworld partly becomes - comes to be - how it 
ŝƐŝŵĂŐŝŶĞĚ ?(1979: 205).  A highly significant corollary of this view is the interdependence 
and inseparability of ontology and epistemology.13  &ŽƌĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ŚƵŵĂŶďĞŝŶŐƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ-
action cycles and concept-belief systems are mutually co-determining; concepts and beliefs 
influence perceptions and actions, which influence concepts and beliefs, and so on.  We are, 
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? “ďŽƵŶĚǁŝƚŚŝŶĂŶĞƚŽĨĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂŶĚŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƉƌĞŵŝƐĞƐǁŚŝĐŚ W 
regardless of ultimate truth or falsity  W become partially self-ǀĂůŝĚĂƚŝŶŐ ? ? ? ?00: 314).14   
                                                          
13 The interdependence of ontology and epistemology links to both PaR, where the practitŝŽŶĞƌ ?ƐďĞŝŶŐĂĨĨĞĐƚƐ
the production of knowledge (e.g. May, 2015; Freeman, 2010), and ontologically-oriented pedagogies, where a 
process of becoming is intertwined with a process of knowing (e.g. Barnett, R., 2012, 2009; Freire, 1972  W see 
also 3.5 W3.6.2). 
14 As Bateson is referring specifically to humans here, these premises could be construed as linguistic.  
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŚĞĂůƐŽƐĂǇƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ “ĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇƵŶĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŽƉĞŶƐƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇthat 
they need not be in order to be efficacious.  They could be a form of know-how, not know-that.  Of course, in 
humans, know-that and know-how often interact (a unitary concept of time might help one arrive punctually 
ĨŽƌŽŶĞ ?ƐǀŝǀĂ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ) ?ďƵƚŬnow-how, at least, appears to be able to be exercised independently of 
know-that (see May, 2015: 44 W49).  It is also possible that premises, or propositions, need not be linguistic to 
operate as such.  For Bateson, only a tiny subset of ideas are linguistic.  From a Batesonian perspective, 
premises, propositions, and ideas (or complexes of ideas) may be renderable linguistically by humans, though 
it does not follow that these things cannot also be apprehended and made use of by organisms in non-
linguistic form.  Indeed, for Einstein, even when engaged in highly complex productive thought, language must 
ďĞ “ƐŽƵŐŚƚĨŽƌůĂďŽƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ?ŽŶůǇĂĨƚĞƌ “ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝǀĞƉůĂǇŝƐ ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďůĞ ? ? ? ? ? P
26).  The act of linguistic rendering necessarily transforms ideas from one logical type to another, which sits at 
a level of greater abstraction, but this does not entail that members of each type could not be functionally 
analogous.  On this view, language is not an articulation, but a translation of the world, whereas ideational 
play constitutes more direct contact.  Just as a translation can make ideas intelligible to others, it can also 
obscure and distort meaning.  Nonetheless, the evolution of language has facilitated a rapid acceleration in the 
ƌĂƚĞŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵ-ontological net of premises.  The adoption of any invention becomes 
ƐǁŝĨƚůǇ ?ŝƌƌĞǀŽĐĂďůǇĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚƚŚĞƌĞŝŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞĞŶƚĂŝůƐƚŚĂƚ “ ?d )ŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽďĂƌƌŝĞƌďĞƚǁĞĞŶŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ
adaptation and pickling change into socŝĞƚǇ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ŽĨǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚŝƐƚŚĞƐƚĂƌŬĞƐƚ
contemporary example.  Bateson blames linguistic consciousness for the present ecological crisis (2000: 446) 
because it incurs change too rapid for harmonious evolutionary adaptation.  My view is that play(fulness) may 
be able to bring us to a more fundamental relationship with the world, the techniques for which linguistic 
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐĐĂŶŵĂŬĞĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝďůĞĂŶĚŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇƉŝĐŬůĞƚŚĞŵŝŶƚŽƐŽĐŝĞƚǇďĞĨŽƌĞŝƚ ?ƐƚŽŽůĂƚĞ ? 
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This resonates strongly with enactive cognition theory (which I employ when 
addressing intersubjectivity in 5.3).  According to Noë,  “ ?W)hat we perceive Qis determined 
ďǇǁŚĂƚǁĞĂƌĞƌĞĂĚǇƚŽĚŽ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ?), which is necessarily affected by both our physiology 
and perceptual capabilities, but also by our conceptual systems.  For instance, when gazing 
longingly upon a horse, a French person might see a culinary opportunity, whereas an 
English person in jodhpurs might see a jolly good hack.15  The essential upshot of this, for 
present purposes, is that the cultivation of a ludic disposition, through engagement with my 
practice, entails the world becoming a more ludic place.  An example of my practice 
instigating this process is that Wandercast Ep.3 led perficipants to perceive their 
environments in more imaginative (i.e. novel) ways and, crucially, in some instances this 
change began or persisted after the end of the podcast (see 6.4  W 6.5). 
 
4.2.2: Enter the Paradox 
 
The simultaneous experience of (at least) two modes, or levels, of world-engagement is a 
double-edged sword, though.  The complexification of cognition undoubtedly has its 
benefits, the production of ludicrous PhDs amongst them, but it makes life quite confusing 
(literally and figuratively).  Indeed, Bateson argues that the complexification inherent to 
play(fulness) engenders a paradox that defies classical logic by means of self-reference.  As I 
expand upon below, certain communicative elements of play(fulness) bear the same 
ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂƐƉŝŵĞŶŝĚĞƐ ?ƉĂƌĂĚŽǆ ?ƉŝŵĞŶŝĚĞƐǁĂƐĂƌĞƚĂŶǁŚŽǁĂƐĐƌĞĚŝƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƐĂǇŝŶŐ
 “ĂůůƌĞƚĂŶƐĂƌĞůŝĂƌƐ ? ?ŝĨƉŝŵĞŶŝĚĞƐŝƐůǇŝŶŐƚŚĞŶŚĞŝƐƚĞůůŝŶŐƚŚĞƚƌƵƚŚ ?ĂŶĚŝĨŚĞŝƐƚĞlling the 
truth then he is lying; thus, a paradox is generated.  The example that Bateson gives with 
regard to play is that  “ ?d )ŚĞƉůĂǇĨƵůŶŝƉĚĞŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĞďŝƚĞ ?ďƵƚŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĚĞŶŽƚĞǁŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚ
ďĞĚĞŶŽƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞďŝƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ŶŝƉƉŽƐƐĞsses a metacommunicative 
element because it defines its own context as well as being action-in-ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?ŝƚƐĂǇƐ “ƚŚŝƐŝƐ
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ĂŶĚis play(ful)-action simultaneously.   
Paradox arises due to the fact that the nip purports to be both the same as and 
different from the bite, causing conflict between different levels of abstraction, i.e. logical 
                                                          
15 No wonder the above horse was nervous. 
 115 
 
types.  It symbolises a bite on one level (the relation being similar to that between the word 
 ‘ŚŽƌƐĞ ?ĂŶĚĂůůĂĐƚƵĂůŚŽƌƐĞƐ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚŚŽƌƐĞƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĞǆŝƐƚ ?ǁŚereas the bites are 
hypothetical or historical), but the nip does not symbolise what a bite symbolises on 
another; roughly speaking, a nip symbolises affection, whereas a bite symbolises 
animosity.16  In the non-symbolising case, the relative implications of the two actions 
indicate that they belong to different sets of the same logical type (they are both members 
of sets  W nips and bites  W existing at the same level of abstraction).  Therefore, we can see 
that the play(ful) nip appears to be both denotative ŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƚŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ ‘ďŝƚĞƐ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ
being a member of a different set, thus cutting across logical types and generating paradox 
(Bateson, 2000: 180 W ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůůǇĂŶĂůŽŐŽƵƐƚŽZƵƐƐĞůů ?ƐƉĂƌĂĚŽǆƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƐĞƚ
theory: the set of all sets that do not contain themselves.  If this set does not contain itself, 
then it is missing one set that it should contain; if it does contain itself, then it is no longer 
the set of all sets that do not contain themselves.  The analogy obtains because a set that 
ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐŽƚŚĞƌƐĞƚƐŝƐŽĨĂ ‘ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ?ůŽŐŝĐĂůƚǇƉĞƚŚĂŶŝƚƐĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƐ ?ũƵƐƚĂƐƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ŶŝƉĚĞŶŽƚĞƐĂƐĞƚŽĨĂĐƚŝŽŶƐŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ ‘ďŝƚĞƐ ?ŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ŶŝƉŝƐŽĨĂ
 ‘ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ?ůŽŐŝĐĂůƚǇƉĞƚŚĂŶƚŚŽƐĞďŝƚĞƐƚŚĂƚŝƚĚĞŶŽƚĞƐ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ being a member of a set that 
ĞǆŝƐƚƐĂƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞůĞǀĞů ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ‘ŶŝƉƐ ? ) ? 
 That play(ful) communication reveals logical types to be unfixed and mutable points 
to a significant generalisation.  It shows that life, at least for those creatures who play, does 
not  “ĐŽŶĨŽƌŵƚŽƚŚĞůŽŐŝĐŝĂŶ ?ƐŝĚĞĂů ? ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚŝƐ
paradoxicality may be necessary for development.  Indeed, Bateson argues that, were 
human thought always ideally logical, Russell could not possibly have formulated ideal logic 
(ibid: 180).17  The inherent psychological distancing produced by play(fulness)-as-
                                                          
16 Bateson characterises the nip-bite example as a  “ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĂŶimplicit negative 
metastatement ? (2000: 180), which does not seem correct to me.  For the nip to denote the bite is a positive 
ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ?ŝ ?Ğ ? “/ ?ƚŚĞŶŝƉ ? ĚĞŶŽƚĞƚŚŝƐĐůĂƐƐŽĨĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƚŚĞďŝƚĞƐ ? ?/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇ
formulated as a positive statement containing an implicit negative metastatement, since I agree that what nips 
and bites imply is a meta-matter and that the relationship between them on this level is indeed negative.  Seen 
this way, the nip is both positively and negatively metacommunicative simultaneously, since it positively 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞƐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? “ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ? ) ?ďƵƚ ?ŝŶƐŽĚŽŝŶŐ ?ĚĞ ŝĞƐƚŚĞŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚit 
denotes (the bite).  Negative-ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŝƚǇĂůŝŐŶƐƚŚŝƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉůĂǇǁŝƚŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĚĞĞŵƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ “ĞƉŚĞŵĞƌĂů ?ǇĞƚ “ĚƵƌĂďůĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ? 
17 Bateson makes no further direct argument regarding this, but I suggest that it relates to the necessity of 
psychological distancing to rational thought, something which emerged from, or was co-opted by, play(fulness) 
long ago in evolutionary history.  That is to say, one needs the subjunctive in order to see the indicative as 
ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ?KƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ?ĂůůŽŶĞŚĂƐŝƐ “ďůŝŶĚŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ ? ?'ƌŽŽƐ ? ? ? ? ? Pxx). 
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ŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƌƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐƵƌŐŚĂƌĚƚ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ŶŽƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞ ?ƚŚĂƚ
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞǀŝƚĂůƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐƐƚŽŶĞĨƌŽŵ'ƌŽŽƐŝĂŶ ‘ďůŝŶĚŝŶƐƚŝŶĐƚ ?ƚŽ
rationality (Burghardt, 2010b: 17).  Play(fulness) engenders paradoxes of abstraction 
without which 
the evolution of communication would be at an end.  Life would then be an endless 
interchange of stylised messages, a game with rigid rules, unrelieved by change or 
humour. (Bateson, 2000: 193)18 
The ludicrous act of jumping a bollard19 is thus positioned as a profound 
philosophical exemplar, through which we may attend to this essential, extra-logical aspect 
of our conditions of experience,20 whilst our capacity for rationality can potentially render it 
opaque and thus knowable.  By embracing the ludicrous, we can apprehend, come to terms 
with, and more closely contact the paradoxical structures which fashion our experience of 
the world.  I argue that play(fulness) generally, but ludic art in particular, has the capacity to 
reveal this fundamental structuring.  In so doing, play(fulness) might help to puncture the 
                                                          
18 One might object that play(fulness) is merely correlated with evolutionarily productive paradoxes, rather 
than being a cause of them, or equally that, for paradoxes to have been possible, the requisite cognitive 
complexity must have pre-existed the generation of such paradoxes through play(fulness).  In the first case, 
ŶŽƚĞƚŚĂƚŝƚŝƐƚŚĞŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ “ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐƉĂƌŬƐŽƌŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐparadox, so, in this sense, it is 
causal.  In the second case, it is not necessary for the success of my argument to claim that play(fulness) was 
solely responsible for developing cognitive complexity.  As with my argument relating play(fulness) and 
creativity, it is enough to claim that play(fulness) may be an  “especially intrinsically motivated system ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
results in the development of cognition (Burghardt, 2010b: 16).  The requisite potential for cognitive 
complexity must have predated its instantiation through play(fulness), yet this does not preclude the 
possibility that play(fulness) was the original actualisation of this potential.  When dealing with ecologies and 
evolution, it is seldom possible to attribute unilateral cause and effect, since no part of such complex systems 
can exert unilateral control over the whole or any other part (Bateson, 2000: 315).  Rather, I suggest that 
cognitive complexity and play(fulness) co-ĞǀŽůǀĞĚ ?ŵƵƚƵĂůůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŶŐŽŶĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?
Nonetheless, rational thought can be seen as depending upon structure derived from play(fulness); i.e. logical 
paradox ?ZĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?ŽƌĂŶŝŶƚĞƌŵĞĚŝĂƌǇƐƚĂŐĞ )ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞŶůĞŶĚƐƐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ ?ǇĞƚ
unruly, cognitive complexity which, in turn, is available for play(fulness) to further complexify, and so on, 
oscillating between paradox and clarity, in an autocatalysing evolutionary ratchet-system.   
19 Of course, the communication involved in motor-play, which can be engaged in alone (e.g. jumping 
bollards), is different from that of social play (e.g. playful nips).  However, play always presupposes something 
to be played with.  It is impossible simply to play.  Of someone playing alone, we might say that they were 
ƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ‘ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ?ŶŽƚŝŶƚŚĞƌƵĚĞway, although that might still be a valid example).  Here, the 
ŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ŝƐƐĞůĨ-reflexive rather than ostensive, but the message is not different in 
kind.  Furthermore, in all cases of play(fulness) the players are playing, interacting, and communicating with 
the world.  The character of the particular play(fulness) engaged in depends upon whether the sub-universe in 
which one plays implicates other agents or not.  In lone Playfulness, I suggest that the self-reflexivity will 
become more marked and complex, instantiating intrasubjectivity (see 5.4.1). 
20 Recall that Runco (2007: 395 W396, 1996: 5) deems creativity also to depend upon this paradoxical aspect of 
life, since creativity proceeds according to its own logic, which is potentially incompatible with the ideal, but 
which nonetheless interacts with it.   
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hubristic excesses resulting from increased cognitive complexity.21  Chief among these 
excesses are anthropocentrism and environmental domination.  I am in no way suggesting 
ƚŚĂƚŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂĨŽƌĐĞĨŽƌŝůů ?ŶŽƌƚŚĂƚŝƚŝƐƚĞůĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ?ĂĨƚĞƌ
all, evolution is an ecological process over which we do not have control.  Nonetheless, 
rationality, which is often considered to set humanity apart from, and above, other forms of 
life, is unequivocally logical and also bound up in our development of technology and efforts 
to control ecologies.  These efforts, born of rationality, have arguably had an unbalancing 
effect on ecologies, leading to the ecological crises now facing us and our planet.  Therefore, 
/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽƐƚǀĂůƵĂďůĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝĞƐŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůŝƚǇŝƐƚŽŚĞůƉ
ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ “rethink and refeel ouƌŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƐƚŝŶǇ ? ?tŚŝƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? )ďǇƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐŝŶŐ
the limitations of rationality and placing more importance on the extra-logical.  Doing so 
might enable us to effect a more balanced approach to the pursuit of progress and 
understanding.  As noted above, I suggest that the aesthetic and affective qualities of ludic 
art, and participatory performance in particular, can play a central role in the realisation of 
this capacity. 
Human play(fulness), which has developed the potential for very high levels of 
complexity, in conjunction with self-reflexive consciousness, facilitates apprehension of 
ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐĂůƐŽďǇǀŝƌƚƵĞŽĨĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚĐŽƵĐŚŝŶŐŝƚŝŶ
different language, Bateson observes that in play(fulness) the subjunctive and indicative 
 “ĂƌĞďŽƚŚĞƋƵĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĚŝƐĐƌŝŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐƌĞĐŽŶĐŝůĞƐŵǇĐůĂŝŵƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
subjunctive is as real as the indicative, since both are equated, with the notion that 
play(fulness) allows for apprehension of its own structure (and, by extension, that of 
rational thought), since the two are also discriminated.  By framing play(fulness) as art, as I 
ĚŽŚĞƌĞ ?ŽŶĞĐĂŶŝŶǀŝƚĞĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ ?ĂƐ<ĂŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )
argues, aesthetic appreciation implicitly involves judgement.  I offer the framework of ludic 
ecology, which relies equally on the play(ful) and the rational, placing equal value on each, 
as an important device for the elucidation of this process of enlightenment-through-
ludicrousness.   
                                                          




Bateson, too, saw the power of art as not only knowledge-producing, but also as an 
essential counter-balance to rational thought.  For him 
ŵĞƌĞƉƵƌƉŽƐŝǀĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇƵŶĂŝĚĞĚďǇƐƵĐŚƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂĂƐĂƌƚ ?ƌĞůŝŐŝŽŶ ?ĚƌĞĂŵ QŝƐ
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƉĂƚŚŽŐĞŶŝĐĂŶĚĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞŽĨůŝĨĞ ? QŝƚƐvirulence springs specifically from 
the circumstance that life depends upon interlocking circuits of contingency, while 
[rational] consciousness can only see such short arcs of such circuits as human 
purpose may direct. (2000: 146) 
Art and the ludic are not luxuries, nor frivolous adjuncts to the already-complete life of 
ŚƵŵĂŶďĞŝŶŐƐ ?ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽ ?ĂŶĚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇĨŽƌ ?ŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐŚĞĂůƚŚǇ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ZĞĐĂůůŝŶŐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƉŽŝŶƚƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞŝĨǇŝŶŐĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ?/
suggest that even a perceived decline in the value of art and play(fulness)22 will likely embed 
pathological tendencies into our  “ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐ ? ?&ƌĞŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? P 56 W57) at individual 
to global scales.  Indeed, Wenner (2009) cites evidence suggesting that not only does 
play(fulness) confer developmental benefits, but its lack can lead to social maladjustments 




So far, I have mainly developed the first and second aspects of my play(fulness)-as-
philosophical-ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĂƚŝƐ ?ƚŚĞŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ
and extra-logical nature.  I now move from considering ludic ecology as a means of 
apprehending certain conditions of human experience to its consideration as a means of 
more closely contacting the objective world through that experience.  To do this, I 
interweave the third aspect of the philosophical argument outlined in the Roadmap and at 
the outset of this chapter: that the constant rebalancing demanded by play(fulness), as 
                                                          
22 As will almost certainly be produced when: arts funding is drastically reduced, arts subjects are excluded 
ĨƌŽŵƐĐŚŽŽůƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ ?ĂƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂĐĐ ) ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝƐƐƋƵĞĞǌĞĚĨƌŽŵƐĐŚŽŽůŝŶŐ ?,ƵƚĐŚŝŶŐƐ ?
2015), and when positivist epistemologies dominate across academia and the wider social imagination 
(Nelson, 2013: 26; Breen & Darlaston-Jones, 2010; Kingsbury, 2002). 
23 This section further cements my argument in Chapter 3 that the ontological orientation encapsulated in a 
ludic pedagogy would be highly valuable and widely applicable outside of this project itself. 
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facilitated by my practice, exemplifies the ongoing shifts and adaptions we must make as we 
negotiate our ecologies.   
Bogost positions play(fulness) as essential for avoiding the philosophically 
pathological stance of refusing, and not embracing, the world (2016: xi ) ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ
perspective on play(fulness) parallels the above discussion in that 
Play isn ?t our goal, but a tool to discover and appreciate the structures of all 
 ?ƚŚĂƚ ? QǁĞĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ. (ibid: 12) 
This could be construed as the instrumentalisation of play(fulness); yet, what Bogost means 
is that an effective and rewarding way of reconciling oneself with the ultimate indifference 
of the universe is to take a manageable chunk and play with it (ibid: 3 W4).   
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ ?ŵƐƚŝůůƵŶĞĂƐǇĂďŽƵƚĨƌĂŵŝŶg play(fulness) as a tool, since this implies 
unambiguous function, whereas I deem Playfulness to be essentially afunctional.  Instead, I 
argue that play(fulness) can only become a means to an end if one treats it as an end in 
itself.  I contend that play(ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐĞǆƚƌŝŶƐŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĐĂŶŽŶůǇďĞŐĂŝŶĞĚ ?ŽƌƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ
maximised, if one focuses solely on its intrinsic value.24  In this way, play(fulness) resonates 
ǁŝƚŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƉĂƌĂĚŽǆ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ŝĨŽŶĞĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐƚŽ
instrumentalise play(fulness) it becomes worthless, but if one plays without regard to 
potential extrinsic benefits they may then be forthcoming.25  dŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ
and my own may be reconciled is by asserting the fundamentally relational nature of 
                                                          
24 A good example of this is the relation between play(fulness) and creativity explored in Chapter 2.  For 
creativity, we need rational analysis in order to assess whether a novel idea is useful or not, but we need to 
suspend rationality so that we can stimulate the imagination through play ?dŚƵƐ ?ŽŶĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŵĂŶƚras 
is: Play First, Ask Questions Later.  For an analysis of the complex relationship between ends, means, and 
rules in games, see Suits (1978: 22 W41). 
25 One could see the proliferation of paradox discussed here as chronically problematic, rendering any hope of 
understanding play(fulness), or indeed this project, ultimately futile.  Alternatively, one could see paradox as 
an extensive pattern-which-connects, allowing the perception of commonality between, for example, the 
constitutive structuring of subjective experience (through paradoxes of logical typing) and the conditions of 
possibility of coming to know the objective world (by focusing on relations in order to come to know relata).  
The pattern-which-connects interpretation is not unreasonable, given that scientists generally agree that 
paradoxical wave-particle duality is woven into the fundamental fabric of the objective universe.  One might 
object that the invocation of quantum mechanics does not hold at the macroscopic level; however, it is only 
the extremely short wavelengths of macroscopic entities that usually prevents their wave properties from 
being detected (Eisberg & Resnick, 1985: 59 W60).  Furthermore, recent experiments have produced observable 
wave-particle duality in macroscopic objects (e.g. Couder et al., 2010).  Though developed independently, the 
notion of paradox-as-connecting-ƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ƉĂƌĂĚŽůŽŐǇ ?, which operates by revealing 
 “ƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůŚŽŵŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P18).  As construed above, sensitivity to paradox can be seen to shed light not 
only on performance, ecology, and play(fulness) but also on fundamental questions of philosophy. 
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play(fulness): one must always play with something (see footnote 19).  Thus, by making 
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŽŶĞ ?ƐŐŽĂů ?26 one necessarily opens oneself to the world, thereby manifesting 
 “worldfulness ? ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?27   
HighlŝŐŚƚŝŶŐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐŝŶĞƐĐĂƉĂďůǇƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐŝƚƐƐƚƌŽŶŐ
resonance with ecological viewpoints.  Echoing my point about puncturing hubris, Bogost 
ĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚůƵĚŝĐǁŽƌůĚĨƵůŶĞƐƐ “ĐƵůƚŝǀĂƚĞƐŚƵŵŝůŝƚǇ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚŝŵƉĞůƐŽŶĞƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŽďũĞĐƚs 
and environments on their own terms, as opposed to how one might wish them to be (2016: 
xii).  This seems to go against my idea of play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity, since subjunctivity 
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶ ‘ĂƐŝĨ ?ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐ; however, there is an important 
difference between wishing something to be other than it is and entertaining possibilities of 
what things could be like.  It is akin to the difference between should and could.  The former 
is prescriptive, whereas the latter invokes potentiality.  When jumping a bollard, it is no use 
wishing it were shorter, but believing you can do it will almost certainly help.   
  
4.3.1: A Clarificatory Pit-Stop 
 
Another issue now requiring clarification if my argument is to hold is the idea that the world 
comes to be how it is both imagined and practically engaged with.  Bogost parallels Bateson 
in arguing that the aspects of the world to which we attend, and the ways in which we do 
this, effect change in us (2016: 31).  His stance is therefore also compatible with my 
argument regarding equivalence between subjunctive/indicative and context/action-in-
context when it comes to constituting reality.  For Bateson, Bogost, and myself, play(fulness) 
does not take place in a separate play-world, but collaborates ŝŶƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?
                                                          
26 This presents a significant challenge for my project, however, particularly in Spinstallation, since the paradox 
of obtaining play(fulnesƐ ) ?ƐĞǆƚƌŝŶƐŝĐďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐŝƐŵŝƌƌŽƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚǇŽĨŝŶƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŶŐƉůĂǇ ?fulness) directly.  
Anyone who has been on a bad team-building course knows that an overt focus on fun is often no fun at all.  
The same is true of play(fulness).  I have discovered (though this is no great discovery) that the 
ŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ “ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ŝƐƌĂƌĞůǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƵŶůĞƐƐŝƚŝƐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ?DĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŽŶĞƚŽ
 “ďĞƉůĂǇĨƵů ?ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚŝƐůŝŬĞƚĞůůŝŶŐƐŽŵĞŽŶĞƚŽ “ďĞĨƵŶŶǇ ?EKt ? ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ŝƚŝƐĂůŵŽƐƚĂůǁĂǇƐƐĞůĨ-defeating.  This is 
especially troublesome in the context of a research project, where a lack of clarity or explicitness represents a 
flaw, indicating an absence of rigour, which could even contravene ethics regulations.  The problem becomes 
how to facilitatĞƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŵĂŬŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽŽŽǀĞƌƚ (and thus effectively rendering 
facilitation impossible), whilst also acting in accordance with research ethics.  (See 7.6.1 for how I identified, 
and have sought to negotiate, this problem.) 
27 I return to the notion of worldfulness, and contrast it with mindfulness, in 6.4.2. 
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,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĚŽĞƐƚŚŝƐŶŽƚŝŵƉůǇĂĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŝƐƚŝĐǁŽƌůĚŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŽŶĞ ?ƐƉƌĞ-existing perspective 
ĚŝĐƚĂƚĞƐŽŶĞ ?ƐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĂůŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?/ŶĂƚƚĞŵƉƚŝŶŐƚŽĚĞĂůǁŝƚŚƚŚŝŶŐƐŽŶ
their own terms (through play), is one not ĚŽŽŵĞĚĂůǁĂǇƐƚŽŝŵƉŽƐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶ ?ƚŚƵƐ
rendering the endeavour impossible?   
I suggest we can answer no to both questions, since each presupposes unidirectional 
ĐĂƵƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůǀŝĞǁƉŽŝŶƚƐŶĞŐĂƚĞ ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ǁŚŝůƐƚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶĞƚ ?ŽƌǁĞď ?ŽĨ
prĞŵŝƐĞƐƐŚĂƉĞƐŽŶĞ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇƚŽĂůĂƌŐĞĞǆƚĞŶƚ ?/ĚŽŶŽƚƉŽƐŝƚƚŚĞŝƌ
influence as total; the constitutive role of paradox and inherent uncertainty of the world 
entails that there is always the potential for unexpected change, leading to novel 
configurations of the system.28   
                                                          
28 Furthermore, the role of self-reflexivity is crucial to stress, because this provides at least the possibility of 
becoming aware of the web of premises (supposing they exist) otherwise Bateson would not have been able to 
describe them, just as he argued with respect to Russell and ideal logic.  In addition, Kershaw argues that this 
revealing capacity of reflexivity sometimes enables pre-emptive error-correction (2007: 17), which would be 
jolly handy for a doctoral researcher, as well as in many other contexts, although it might take a bit of the fun 





To answer the second, I would point out that the very notion of terms of 
engagement as belonging to either the thing engaged with or the agent doing the engaging 
is fundamentally misleading.  Such a view presupposes that one component of a system, a 
person say, can unilaterally control the system as a whole, which is not logically possible, 
since to do so she would need to act on all parts of the system without being in any way 
connected to it.  Terms of engagement are always negotiated.29  I argue that the give-and-
take of play(fulness) is a paradigmatic exemplification of this principle.  For example, 
nothing controls the interaction between oneself, a bouncy ball, and cobblestones (see 
Fig.10 above).  
Nonetheless, the partially self-validating ecology of the epistem-ontological web 
discussed above entails that initiating the development of a ludic disposition is very difficult 
in those individuals who have little predisposition to ludicality.  This makes a project such as 
mine all the more important, though fraught with difficulty.  I present a rigorously 
supported argument for the value of play(fulness) and make my practice as accessible as 
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶŝŶŐŝŶƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŵĂǇŚĞůƉƚŽĞŶŐage those 
who have developed resistance to the ludic.  Resistance may have developed due to 
perceived lack of personal ability or lack of value placed upon ludic activity.  The possible 
scope of this project is limited, however, since the above also entails that self-selection 
occurs even in the intervention strand (Perplexpedition), as perficipation will only take place 
if individuals already manifest a ludic disposition above a certain threshold.  One of my chief 
tasks has been to develop performance structures which lower that threshold; I will discuss 
and appraise my tactics for doing this throughout Part II.  By the same token, however, it is 
unreasonable to expect more from this project, as it cannot exert control over person-
within-environment systems. 
 
                                                          
29 This is not to imply that the parties in any negotiation always have equal influence; I am not explaining away 
oppression.  What I am saying is that there is always some degree of negotiation, though sometimes one 
component of a system may have influence grossly disproportionate to any other.  This is how humanity has 
dominated the global ecosystem.  However, to suppose that we have control over it is dangerous and 
erroneous.  Though I do not draw explicitly upon it here, I note the resonance between this point of discussion 
and FouĐĂƵůƚ ?ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƉŽǁĞƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ĂƌŐƵĞŝƐĂŶĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŽŶĞ P “It is never localised here or there, never 
in anybody's hands  Q Power is employed and exercised through a net-like organisation ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
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There; a detour, perhaps, but necessary and (hopefully) helpful.  Now, though, I return to 
positioning play(fulness) as a revelationary, relational wunderkind, skipping freely across the 




4.3.2: Coming to Know the World 
 
Having woven together the first three aspects of my play(fulness)-as-philosophical-
phenomenon argument  W relationality, the extra-logical, and constant in-the-moment 
adaption  W I now set the ŐƌŽƵŶĚǁŽƌŬĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŽƵƌƚŚ ?/ďƌŝŶŐŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ
                                                          
30 This is a still from Perplexpedition #5: Bouncy Time, see http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/bouncy-time/ 
(PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#5 Bouncy Time) ?/ĂŵďĞŝŶŐWůĂǇĨƵůŝŶĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĂƐĂ ‘ƐƚĞĂŵŝŶŐŚĂŶĚĨƵů
ŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐboth humourous and serious levels of meaning.  I am not going to spell out 
ƚŚĞŚƵŵŽƵƌŽƵƐůĞǀĞůƐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞƐĞƌŝŽƵƐƌĞƐŝĚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐŐĞƐƚƵƌĞďŽƚŚƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉƌĞ-
existing dance-ritual and is the catalyst for its manifestation in http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-big-show/ 
(PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#5.5 The Big Show).   
Fig.11: A steaming handful of knowledge. 
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playgrounds ŝŶƚŽĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨdifference, both of which are co-
created by an agent in interaction with their environment, i.e. are pulled from potentiality 
into actuality.  Then, from 4.4 onwards, I integrate into this discussion the major concept 
that I argue is interrelated with both playgrounds and differences, and which plays a 
significant part this project: Gibsonian (1986) affordances.   
 For Bogost, the developmĞŶƚŽĨĂůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝƐŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ
ĂƚƚƵŶŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞŽĨƉůĂǇŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ?ŝ ?Ğ ? “ĐŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ ? ?ďŽƚŚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů
and conceptual, which are discovered and made real by attending to them, allowing us to 
 “ůŝǀĞĂŵŝĚƐƚƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚĂƐŝƚƌĞĂůůǇŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W26).  Playgrounds comprise the ludic 
potential of the world, which, for Bogost, is immanent and infinite (ibid: 235).  Here, we can 
see that play(fulness) provides an active exemplification of the fundamental (Batesonian) 
way in which we come to know the world through our sensitivity to the differences31 (i.e. 
relations) within and between things, which Bateson deems similarly immanent and infinite 
 ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐŝŶǀŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŚƵŵĂŶĂŐĞŶĐǇŝŶƚŚ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ-manifest of playgrounds 
ĞĐŚŽĞƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨĐŽ-ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ P “We draw distinctions; that is, we pull 
them out ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚ ?ĂƐǁĞƐŚĂůůƐĞĞ ?ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĞĐŽŶŽŵǇŝŶ
affordance-perception (1986: 134 W135). 
Despite the ecological perspective apparently implied by describing living amidst the 
world, Bogost does not fully appreciate the ecological nature of the picture he builds.  For 
Śŝŵ ? “ƚŚĞƉůĂǇŝƐŝŶƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŶŽƚŝŶƵƐ ? ?2016: 95); though I appreciate the anti-
individualistic impulse behind this statement, I cannot agree.  Play(fulness) is not in things, 
nor is it in us.  Play(fulness) consists in relation, in flexible, dynamic, constantly evolving 
behavioural context.32  The full importance of this will be explored shortly. 
 Although I largely bracket it out of the main text of this chapter, there is a problem 
for both authors here; namely, how we can ever come to know the objective world.  The 
way that one deals with things as they really are through play(fulness), according to Bogost, 
                                                          
31 See A4.1 for further detail on the fundamental importance of the notion of difference for Bateson. 
32 Bogost does hint at the possibility of apprehending the holism of person-and-world through play(fulness) 
(2016: 58), and thus might agree with my thesis of ludic ecology, but nowhere does he develop this or 
integrate it into his argument. 
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ŝƐƚŽ “ƐƵďŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞŽƵƌĂŐĞŶĐǇƚŽĂůĂƌŐĞƌƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? ?ibid: 92).33  'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĂƚŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐďŽŽŬŝƐ
intended to be accessible to a general audience, it is unsurprising that he does not there 
tackle this most fundamental epistemological problem.  Nonetheless, baldly asserting that 
ǁĞĐĂŶĐŽŵĞƚŽŬŶŽǁƚŚĞƚƌƵĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝŶŐƐďǇƐƵďŵŝƚƚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞŵ ?Žƌ “ ?ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝŶŐ ?
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?ĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŬŶŽǁŝŶŐĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ
about worldly things. 
 /ŶĂƐŚŵĂŶ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŝŶĂďŝlity to solve this problem  W ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĞĚĂƐ “what 
connects the map and territory ? W ůŝĞƐĂƚƚŚĞƌŽŽƚŽĨƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞƚŚĞŐƌĂŶĚ
synthesis he sought through his wide-ranging studies (2008: 46 W49).34  Bateson made much 
use of <ŽƌǌǇďƐŬŝ ?ƐƉŚƌĂƐĞ “ ? )ŵĂƉŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌǇŝƚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?: 58), 
expending considerable energy delineating the differences between processes described 
from a purely material (pleromic) point of view, which constitutes the territory, and from 
one which deals with (creatural) mental process, i.e. our perceptual maps of that territory.  
(See A4.1 for a summary and discussion of pleroma/creatura and difference, or Batesonian 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? )ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ that differences which make a difference, 
on whatever level, to an organism become part of its map of the relevant territory (2000: 
457 W458).   
Cashman criticises Bateson for instantiating a paradox by asserting that differences 
are simultaneously present in territorial space-time, yet abstract (i.e. without space-time 
existence).  Though their abstract nature enables differences to participate in mental 
process, for Cashman, this implicitly disavows their territorial existence; differences exist on 
ŽŶĞ ?Ɛmap, but one cannot be sure that they have their origin in real territory.  Cashman 
argues that this difference-concept is self-ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŽƌǇ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ
to connect creatural experience to the pleromic world (2008: 47).  However, in light of the 
                                                          
33 As I have argued above (and in A4.1), viewed ecologically, agency is never total.  What play(fulness) does is 
bring this aspect of reality into focus, if we care to attend to it.  Incorporating BŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ?ǁĞĐŽƵůĚƐĂǇƚŚĂƚ
play(fulness) involves a recalibration of relative influence within the system, such that one does not seek 
unobtainable control and thus one raises the possibility of more clearly apprehending the nature of the 
system(s) of which one is part.  In social situations, such as rough-and-tumble play(fulness), this recalibration is 
especially flexible and dynamic, with rapid role-switching and shifting degrees of self-handicapping (Pellegrini, 
1992), which further points to the creative potential produced by play(ful) behaviour. 
34 See A4.3 WA4.3.1 ĨŽƌŵǇƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶĂƐƚŽŚŽǁƋƵĂŶƚƵŵƚŚĞŽƌǇĐŽƵůĚŽĨĨĞƌĂƌĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ
incomplete synthesis and in so doing dissolve the subjective-objective boundary. 
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picture of paradox as productive and progressive painted heretofore, I posit that this is not 
so problematic; indeed, it may be revealing and useful. 
Respectable scientific notions such as wave-particle duality are both paradoxical and 
analoŐŽƵƐƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǁĂǀĞĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐůĞŵŽĚĞůƐŽĨĂŶ
entity both describe reality with equivalence, yet the use of one strictly precludes the other 
within a particular situation; the models are linked by a probability interpretation of the 
wave-particle duality (Eisberg & Resnick, 1985: 63).  The entity thus comprises potentiality 
and is therefore, in a sense, abstract, yet both waves and particles have space-time 
existence. 
For our purposes here, resolving the question of whether one can ever directly know 
the objective world is less important than considering the implications of the fact that we 
can directly know, or experience, our relationship to the world and the relations between 
other things in it.  In attuning ourselveƐƚŽŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ?ŝƚŝƐƚŚĞĐŽŶĨŝŐƵƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
(relations), rather than the materials (relata), to which we should attend, as these are what 
we co-create as we draw our distinctions and these are what feed back to us as we couple 
and interact with the system.   
In attending more closely to relations, we come into closer contact with things 
themselves, since these are the anchor-points to which relations attach and our partners in 
the negotiation of terms.  Indeed, relations are every bit as perceivable and real as relata 
(Chemero, 2003: 186).  Whatever things are in themselves, we can know them as and 
through those of their relations to which we attend and the manner in which we negotiate 
terms.  To attend and negotiate Playfully, I argue, is to simultaneously embrace the 
ambiguity that obtains from wave-particle duality up to human social systems35 and, 
paradoxically, to more closely contact the world by taking a less hubristic, more realistic 
negotiating position.  This last point returns to the potential ecological value of developing a 
ludic disposition, for which I argued in 4.2.2; embracing ambiguity goes hand in hand with 
recognising the limitations of rationality, for ambiguity evades rational determination. 
                                                          
35 See Barnett, 2012; Nowotny, Scott & Gibbons, 2001. 
 127 
 
To ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞ PƚŚĞĐĂƚŝŶĂŐĂŵĞŽĨtŚĞƌĞ ?s My Cat? is of little consequence  W more 
important are the speedily-formed social bonds that allowed the sheer ludicrousness of five 






the dance moves in The Big Show are neither here nor there  W what counts is that I took 
part in a meaningful ritual that I never could have foreseen;  
 









and Mark ?s Everyday Adventure Playground is transformed by the sudden appearance of 
Bike Man and his attempts to appear cross. 




The planning and perfilitation present in each of these occurrences set up a configuration 
that then took on a life of its own.  In each instance, and throughout my practice, it is the 
structured yet ever-shifting and thoroughly uncontrollable configurations that both activate 
the aesthetic experiences of perficipants and dynamically embody the theoretical principles 
developed here.  It is not the bollard but the vaulting of it that counts; not only the action 
itself, but the context and the synchronous, relational connection to the world which that 
action creates. 
 
4.4: Affordances  
 
Ɛ/ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚĂƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨ ? ? ? ? ? ?ŚĂǀŝŶŐƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚƚŚ ŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?/ŶŽǁĨĂĐƚŽƌ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?Ɛ
(1986) concept of affordance into the play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon 
argument.  I argue that, by drawing attention to ludic affordances, my practice both 
exemplifies the perceptual processes which connect us to the environment and enables 
Fig.14: Bike Man tries to 
look cross as Mark escapes. 
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perficipants to apprehend their embeddedness in a world of vibrant relations.  First, though, 
/ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚĂŶĚĐůĂƌŝĨǇŵǇƵƐĂŐĞŽĨŝƚ ? 
/ĨǁĞĂĐĐĞƉƚƚŚĞ “ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƌĞĂůŝƚǇŽĨ ‘ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞ ďĞŝŶŐ ? ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚŚĞĐĂƵƐĂůĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇŽĨ
pure relations ? ?,ŽĨĨŵĞǇĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞĞŶƚĂŝůƐ ?ŝƚĨŽůůŽǁƐƚŚĂƚ
we can come to know certain aspects of the Ding-an-sich through the relations it bears to 
other things, including ourselves.  Indeed, this may be only way to know them, if one 
accepts a Kantian ([1781] 1922) frame of reference that deems material reality 
fundamentally unknowable, or (as I prefer) the quantum-theoretic view that deems it 
fundamentally indeterminate (Nadeau & Kafatos, 2001: 88 W92).36  Thus, though total 
knowledge of objective reality may be logically impossible (ibid: 93), human knowledge 
might nŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ “ƚŚĞŐƌŽǁƚŚŽĨĂǁĞďŽĨŝŶƚĞƌǁŽǀĞŶĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨǀĂƌŝŽƵƐĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞĨƵůůŶĞƐƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?^ƚĂƉƉ ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ) ?37 
 Affordances are useful in bringing this endeavour into the context of everyday life, 
since affordances are not only the ever-present linkage between organism and environment 
(Gibson, [1979] 1986: 127), but are also fundamentally relational (in the formulation 
employed here:38 Chemero, 2003).  For example, it is no good asserting the breathability of 
air to a fish out of water (mudskippers notwithstanding).  Affordances arguably depend 
ƵƉŽŶĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ?Žƌ “ĞůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ ?ŝĚĞĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ?
perception, and enaction;39 affordances afford action (motor or otherwise  W Rietveld & 
                                                          
36 See A4.3 WA4.3.1 for ways in which quantum theory might profitably expand this discussion.  This is not to 
ŽƉƉŽƐĞ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨĚŝƌect perception.  Gibson does not assert that Ding-an-sich are 
directly perceived in a way that would contradict Kant or quantum mechanics.  For Gibson, relations are the 
ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĂďůĞƐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ P “tŚĂƚĐŽƵŶƚƐŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĂƐƐƵĐŚ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞĚimensions of variation 
ŽĨĨŽƌŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?
37 dŚŝƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƚŚĂƚŶĂƚƵƌĞŵĂǇďĞ “ruled by some closed set of mathematical 
formulas ? ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĞƋƵĂůůǇĂůůŽǁƐƚŚĂƚŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶŝƚƐĨƵůůŶĞƐƐŵĂǇƚƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĚĂŶǇƐƵĐŚĨŽƌŵ
(Stapp, 2009a: 70). 
38 Gibson's thinking on affordances developed considerably during the latter stages of his career, from more 
object-focused to more relational, with his definition moving from specificity to generality (Jones, 2003).  This 
shift seems to bring Gibson's thinking closer to Bateson's, in that the latter's key notions of pattern-which-
connects and difference-which-makes-a-difference are both relational and general.  It is therefore tantalising 
to ponder, had Gibson written another book, whether his and Bateson's theses might have come yet closer 
together. 
&ŽƌŵŽƌĞĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?ƐĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŽŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐ ?ƐĞĞ:ŽŶĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĨŽƌĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĨŽƵƌ
key debates, see Michaels (2003); for an affordance-derived theory of concepts, see Gorniak (2005); and for 
the direct implication of affordances in neuroscience, see Cisek (2007). 
39 Gibson does stress the importance of difference for his overall theory of visual perception, though not in an 
overtly Batesonian formulation (1986: 51). 
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Kiverstein, 2014) and difference, i.e. potential change, makes action possible.  Indeed, 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇŽŶĐĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĐŚĂŶŐĞĂƐ “ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?ƉůƵƐĂĐůŽĐŬ ? ?ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚŝŶĂƐŚŵĂŶ ?
2008: 50).  Affordances also parallel differences in that both are simultaneously real and 
ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚĂŶĚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ ?ďŽƚŚĂƌĞƚŚĞ “ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĂďůĞƐ ? ?ŚĞŵĞƌŽ ?
2003: 193).  Both concepts support both one another and the notion that relations, not 
relata, are most fundamental in the play of reality.  The relationality of play(fulness) 
therefore renders it an appropriate and effective means of revealing and contacting that 
reality. 
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĞǀĞŶŵǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞŵďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ ?ƚŚĞůƵĚŝĐǀĂƵůƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨĂ
bollard,40 may remain unperceived to those lacking a ludic disposition, since affordance 
 “ ?W )ĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŝƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂů ? ?'ŝďƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĂŶĚĂůƐŽŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
epistem-ontological web.  That is to say, we pull into actuality from potentiality those 
affordances to which we attend.  The importance of the affordance-concept here is further 
revealed when the following passage is considered in light of the above discussion: 
An affordance cuts across the dichotomy of subjective Wobjective and helps us to 
understand its inadequacy.  It is equally a fact of the environment and a fact of 
behaviour.  It is both physical and psychical, yet neither.  An affordance points both 
ways, to the environment and to the observer. (Gibson, 1986: 129) 
Although some recent theorists argue that affordances are purely properties of the 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?Ğ ?Ő ?dƵƌǀĞǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?ƐƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?:ŽŶĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞ
above suggests that they should be considered as properties of animal-environment 
systems (Stoffregen, 2003).  This holistic view also accords with a Batesonian perspective, 
since it prioritises relationship and interaction over independent properties.  In fact, Bateson 
ƵŶƐĞƚƚůĞƐƚŚĞǀĞƌǇŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞŽĨƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ?ĚĞĞŵŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƚŽďĞ “differences [which] 
exist only in context, only in relationship ? (1991: 190).  
                                                          
40 I recognise that the typical linguistic construction used when describing affordances (e.g. a tiny plastic lion 
ĂĨĨŽƌĚƐĂŐĂŵĞŽĨ ‘tŚĞƌĞ ?ƐDǇĂƚ ? ? )ŝŵƉůŝĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞŝƐĂƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŽĨƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ĚĞŶǇ ?




Gibson originally described the in-the-moment antecedent to the perception of 
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĂƐƚŚĞƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŶŽďũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ “ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?41  Taking 
ŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ?ǁĞĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐĂƌĞƉŽƐƐŝďle only if the 
relationship, i.e. context, remains constant.  One could therefore describe affordances as 
persisting Batesonian patterns-which-connect organism and environment.  Recalling 
ŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐƉŽŝŶƚƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂĨĨŽƌĚƐĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌǇĂŶĚƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶof worldly structures 
(2016: 12), we can say that the structures, or patterns, recognised are those which connect 
us to the world.  All affordances connect us to the world, but ludic affordances foreground 
this connectivity, since they are afunctional and thus an end in themselves, as argued in 4.3.  
Combining this with the ontological reality of relative being shows potentiality-rich, 
inherently afunctional play(fulness) to strongly exemplify and reveal the dynamic fabric of 
ƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇŵĂŬŝŶŐŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐĐůĂŝŵƚŚĂƚǁĞĐĂŶĐŽŵĞƚŽŬŶŽǁƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
play(fulness) more tenable. 
 
4.4.1: Affordance and Context 
 
Synthesising Chemero (2003) and Stoffregen (2003), I hold that affordances exist when 
there exists an organism whose ability matches a particular situational feature and so could 
perceive and enact the affordance.42  ƐŶŽƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐ ?ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞĚŽĞƐ
not guarantee their perception.  Distinguishing between the totality of affordances in any 
animal-environment system and those which are perceived is important (Stoffregen, 2003; 
Gibson, E. J., 2000).  ^ƚŽĨĨƌĞŐĞŶĂƐƐĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůŝƚǇĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐĂŶ “uncountably large ?
number and is thus functionally limitless (2003: 119), making it impossible to perceive all 
affordances at any given moment, paralleling the phenomenon of relation-selection 
discussed in 4.3.2.43  Regarding ludic affordances, as mentioned in 1.4.3.1, I contend that 
                                                          
41 N.b. Gibson appears to have later inverted his original view, coming to see that relationships determine 
properties, rather than the other way round as expressed above.  BǇ ? ? ? ? ?ŚĞǁĂƐŽĨƚŚĞǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚ “ ? )Ŷ
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞŝƐĂŶŝŶǀĂƌŝĂŶƚĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚĂŬĞƐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚƵĂůƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇŽǀĞƌ ?ĂŶĚůĂƌŐĞůǇ
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ ?ĂŶŽďũĞĐƚ ?ƐƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ?Ɖ ? ? ? ? ) ? 
42 As Chemero points out, no organism need be in the vicinity of the situational feature to bring the affordance 
into existence (2003: 193 W194).   
43 /ƚŝƐĂůƐŽǁŽƌƚŚƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐŽƵƚƚŚĂƚƋƵĂŶƚƵŵƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ƐŝŶǀŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ-as-co-creation (see A4.3) 
indicates that a full treatment of affordances from a quantum perspective would be valuable.  However, to do 
ƐŽŚĞƌĞǁŽƵůĚĚŝƐƚƌĂĐƚƚŚŝƐƚŚĞƐŝƐĨƌŽŵŝƚƐŵĂŝŶƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ?Ɛ ) ?E ?ď ?/ĂŵŶŽƚĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚŝŶŐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ?
ĂŶĚ ‘ƌĞĂů ?ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚŽŶĂůĚ ?EŽƌŵĂŶ ? ? ?  )ĚŽĞƐ ?EŽrman approaches affordances from 
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people under-recognise both their ludic abilities and the ludic potential of their 
environments. 
My practice aims to reveal or orchestrate ludic affordances, making them 
perceptible to perficipants and encouraging these ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐ ?ĐŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŽƌƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ
enaction.  This might hopefully foster ludic know-ŚŽǁƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ “ĂƚƚƵŶĞŵĞŶƚƚŽ ?ůƵĚŝĐ ?
ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ? ?ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐďĞŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞŽƌǇƐĞŶƐĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďǇ'ƌĞĞŶŽĂƐ
Ă “ƌĞŐƵůĂƌŝƚǇŝŶǀŽůǀŝŶŐƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƚǇƉĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W339).44  (The regularity here would be of 
a highly generalised sort; namely that most situation types, i.e. environments or their 
elements, possess ludic potential.)  Affordances are here revealed by invitation or 
ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?Ğ ?Ő ? “ũƵŵƉŽǀĞƌƚŚĂƚďŽůůĂƌĚ ? )ĂŶĚĂƌĞŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĚǁŚĞŶĂŶŽďũĞĐƚŝƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĞĚ
ŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚĞŶŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚŝŶĂŶŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?Ğ ?Ő ? “ǁŚĂƚĐŽƵůĚǇŽƵĚŽ
ǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐƐŵĂůůƌƵďďĞƌůŝŽŶ ? ?).  There are also affordances which are enacted in perception 
 ?Ğ ?Ő ? “ǁŚĂƚƐĞĂĐƌĞĂƚƵƌĞĐŽƵůĚƚŚĂƚƉĞƌƐŽŶďĞ ? ? ) ?WĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-perceptions of ludic 
ability necessarily impact the likelihood of their enacting the ludic affordances revealed.45  
Every effort is made here to highlight the practicability of the affordances revealed, often 
through my perfilitation of similar or identical actions (see Fig.15 below).   
                                                          
the point of view of design, so is interested in normative and functional interaction.  My interest is the 
opposite.  Norman asserts that some affordances are not perceivable (2013: 19).  This is not permissible in my 
formulation.  Affordances are necessarily enactable, which presupposes that they be also perceivable.  This 
does not mean that affordances are always obvious.  An affordance that is difficult to perceive might be 
perceived only in the moment of its enaction.  Norman aligns perceived affordances with signifiers (ibid), 
ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ/ĂůŝŐŶƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŝĚĞĂŽĨ ‘ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐďǇǁŚŝĐŚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĐŽŵĞ
to make a difference (2000: 459). 
44 ZĞĐĂůůƚŚĂƚŽŐŽƐƚĚĞĞŵƐŽŶĞ ?Ɛattuning to the existence of playgrounds ƚŽŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚŽŶĞ ?ƐůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?
which is consistent with the situation theory formulation.  Furthermore, he sees play, fun, and freedom as 
ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐŝŶĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ “ŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĞĚŽƌŝŶǀĞŶƚĞĚĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ? (2016: 153) which characterise 
playgrounds, explicitly linking constraint to creativity (ibid: 146 W153).  I note that Bogost largely uses constraint 
in its general usage, meaning limitations internal to a system, but also that this does resonate with situation 
theory, since BoŐŽƐƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇŐƌŽƵŶĚƐĂƌĞŵĂĚĞƵƉŽĨŵƵůƚŝƉůĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚďǇĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ƚŚĞŵĂŶǇ
situations involved in maintaining a lawn  W ibid: 14 W17).  This project further uses the implicit constraints of 
performance structures to foster play(fulness) and (indirectly) creativity. 




As intimated above, context plays a pivotal role here.  Context may highlight or 
obscure certain affordances, effectively bringing them into or out of actuality from the 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƉŽŝŶƚŽĨǀŝĞǁ ?ŽŶƚĞǆƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇĨŽƌŵƐƉĂƌƚŽĨĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵ-
ontological web and therefore ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞƐŝŶĂŬŝŶĚŽĨ ‘ĨŝůƚĞƌŝŶŐ ?ŽĨƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐ
from the totality.  Therefore, the creation of appropriate atmosphere46 is crucial to this 
project.  This is a delicate balance between cajoling people into playing along without 
tipping over inƚŽŝŶƐƵĨĨĞƌĂďůĞǁĂĐŬŝŶĞƐƐ ?Žƌ ‘ĨŽƌĐĞĚĨƵŶ ? ?ǁŚŝůƐƚĂůƐŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐĂĚĞŐƌĞĞŽĨ
perficipant agency so that personal creativity may be fostered.  Ambiguity is essential for 
the preservation of agency, and I have found humour invaluable in persuading people to 
ƉůĂǇĚĞƐƉŝƚĞŶŽƚŬŶŽǁŝŶŐĞǆĂĐƚůǇǁŚĂƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐŽŶ ?dŚŝƐĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƉůĂŶŶĞĚŝŶĂŵĂŶŶĞƌ
divorced from practical experience; the balance between perfilitation and perficipation 
                                                          
46 dŚŝƐƌĞĐĂůůƐŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 77), which I integrate into my play(fulness) 
formulation in 2.4. 
Fig.15: Performing the same 
action as perficipants (SkyGazing). 
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must be affectively negotiated and honed over subsequent iterations, whilst bearing in mind 
that no two iterations can be the same. 
The importance of affordance context also connects to and supports my claim that 
context and action-in-context constitute reality with equivalence (see 4.2.1 above).  In fact, 
Turner (2005) argues that affordance and context are synonymous.  Turner does this by 
combining Ilyenkov ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ,ĞŝĚĞŐŐĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚƐƚŚĂƚ
ďŽƚŚƚŚŝŶŬĞƌƐ ?ǁŽƌůĚ-views centre on use, focusing parƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŽŶŚŽǁ/ůǇĞŶŬŽǀ ?Ɛ
significances ĂŶĚ,ĞŝĚĞŐŐĞƌ ?Ɛequipment relate to affordances.   
The seeming confusions in Turner (2005) notwithstanding, the article makes two 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƉŽŝŶƚƐ ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?,ĞŝĚĞŐŐĞƌ ?ƐƚŚĞƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂƐĂŶ
 “ŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŵĞƐŚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? )ŽĨĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ƵƐĂďů ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞƐƚŚĂƚ
affordances, as with all ecological systems, cannot exist in isolation.  This 
interconnectedness supports my claim that increased enaction of ludic affordances could 
have a nĞƚǁŽƌŬĞĚĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?/ůǇĞŶŬŽǀ ?ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞƐ ?
which Turner aligns with complex affordances, come-to-ďĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ “historically developing 
activities of communities of practice ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐĞǆƚĞŶĚƐƚŽ all 
affordances, if one recognises the synergy between learning and evolution (Bateson, 2000: 
306 W307).47  Even the simplest affordances, such as air being breathable, came into being 
through the historically developing activity (evolution) of communities of practice (species) 
that could breathe air.  No affordance exists without an organism that can enact it. 
                                                          
47 Epigenetics studies the links between environmental interaction and genetic evolution; its central thesis is 
that learned adaptive responses can be passed on to offspring.  The term was coined by Waddington to refer 
ƚŽƚŚĞ “ĐĂƵƐĂůŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƉŚĞŶŽƚǇƉĞƚŽŐĞŶŽƚǇƉĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?tĂĚĚŝŶŐƚŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ
ĐĂŶĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐŵŽƐƚƉĞƌƚŝŶĞŶƚŚĞƌĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞŽĐĐƵƌƌĞŶĐĞŽĨĂŶĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐe to 
an environmental stimulus depends on the selection of a suitable genetically controlled reactivity in the 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ Q ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ? QĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĐĂŶďĞĨŝǆĞĚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚǁĂŝƚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞŽĐĐƵƌƌĞŶĐĞŽĨĂŵƵƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?
(1942: 565).  That is to say, patterns of interaction with the environment can impact upon the activation and 
deactivation of certain genes, thus fixing an adaptive response that can then be passed to offspring.  It would 
seem that epigenetics is crucial to the evolutionary history of play(fulness). 
For a contemporary operational definition of epigenetics, see Berger et al. (2009); for a historical review of 
sometimes conflicting definitions, see Deans & Maggert (2015); and for an account of epigenetic epistemology, 
see Goldberg, Allis & Bernstein (2007).  Though not mentioned by Bateson, epigenetics does seem to parallel 
his thinking that all capabilities for change to an organism must, at some logical level, be genetically 
determined (2000: 307). 
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ĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐƚŚƵƐƉĞƌƚĂŝŶƚŽ “ƚŚĞĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞ QŵŝŶĚ ? ?dƵƌŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?48 which 
accords with my Batesonian approach and prevents this argument slipping into 
individualism.  This also indicates connection between affordance and the collective notion 
ŽĨĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŬŝĐŬŝŶŐĂƐŵĂůůƌƵďďĞƌůŝŽŶŽĨĨǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨĂĐĞ ?ǁŚŝůĞŚĞůŝĞƐ
ƉƌŽƐƚƌĂƚĞ ?ďŽƚŚĞŶĂĐƚƐƚŚĞůŝŽŶ ?ƐŬŝĐŬĂďŝůŝƚǇ-off-ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?Ɛ-face-if-they-lie-prostrate and 
indicates a ludic context.  
 
 
Whilst affordance may be operationally related to context, I cannot agree that they 
are one and the same, since it is possible that the above affordance could be enacted in a 
torture context.  Turner (2005) equates affordance and context on the basis that both imply 
use, but does not fully account for proximal and tertiary goals.  In the enaction of an 
                                                          
48 dƵƌŶĞƌƵƐĞƐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ?ƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞthis collectivity (2005: 797).  Though Turner addresses only 
human affordances, I argue the foregoing is not to imply a nature-culture dualism, but to assert a nature-
culture continuum by virtue of the fact that all species engage in persisting patterns-which-connect them to 
their environments. 
Fig.16 P>ŝŽŶŬŝĐŬĞĚĨƌŽŵŵĂŶ ?ƐĨĂĐĞ ? 
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affordance the proximal goal of engagement-in-action is always achieved,49 yet the intended 
ends may be radically different.  I suggest that ludic affordances entail a proximal goal that 
is also a tertiary goal. 
I argue that, rather than being identical, there is a dialectical relationship between 
affordance and context.  As outlined above, context acts to filter selected affordances from 
the totality.  Conversely, since affordance-perception means meaning-apprehension 
(Chemero, 2003: 193 W194; Gibson, 1986: 134), the perception of certain affordances will 
actualise particular contexts.  For example, a mouse may or may not know that a rock is a 
rock in a way comparable to that of human knowledge; however, a mouse will know 
whether or not a particular rock offers an opportunity to hide from a pursuer (if the mouse 
is to live for any significant amount of time).  Therefore, the affordances that exist within a 
particular mouse-ƌŽĐŬƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ǁŚĞŶƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ?ŵŝŐŚƚĂĐƚƵĂůŝƐĞĂ ‘ŚŝĚĞ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŝŶƉĂƌĂůůĞů
ǁŝƚŚĂŶ ‘ĂǀŽŝĚ-being-ŬŝůůĞĚ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚĂŶĚŝŶƉůĂĐĞŽĨĂ ‘ƌƵŶ-for-your-ůŝĨĞ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ?
perceiving the vaultability of a bollard might instantiate a ludic context in parallel with a 
 ‘ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ-to-ǁŽƌŬ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚĂŶĚŝŶƉůĂĐĞŽĨĂ ‘ŵǇ-life-is-so-dull-and-ƐŚŝƚ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?tĞĐĂŶŶŽǁ
see how affordances and contexts factor into my notion of play(fulness)-as-layered-
bifurcation-of-world-engagement.   
Affordance and context are similar in that both can exist as potentiality or be 
actualised and both reveal the falsehood of the objective-subjective dichotomy.50  As I have 
just described, it is possible for both multiple contexts and affordances to be perceived 
simultaneously; indeed, in reality, I suggest that it is not possible for either contexts or 
affordances to exist in singular.  A central claim of this project is that a ludic context can 
                                                          
49 Note that, in my usage, the enaction of an affordance does not entail the successful completion of an action.  
Following Chemero (2003), I contend that what is afforded is behaviour, but that there are always many 
factors that could entail the non-ĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŶĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŽŶĞŵŝŐŚƚƐůŝƉ ?ŽƌĂĨůǇŵŝŐŚƚŚŝƚŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ĞǇĞĂƚĂĐƌƵĐŝĂůŵŽŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚŽŶĞŵŝŐŚƚƚŚƵƐŬŝĐŬƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐĨĂĐĞŝŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨƚŚĞůŝŽŶ ?ǇĞƚƚŚĞĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ
remains.  An affordance is not a fait accompli.  For this reason, when referring to affordances, where possible, I 
refrain from using verbal nouns that imply action-completion, e.g. illumination, using instead the gerund form, 
e.g. illuminating; this also has the benefit of implying a dynamic process rather than a static state. 
50 /ŶƚŚŝƐ ?/ĂŵĂůŝŐŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚǁŝƚŚŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐ
 “spatially discharged affective qualities that are autonomous from the bodies that they emerge from, enable 
and perish with ? (2009: 80).  Like contexts, affordances, differences, and empty quantum states, affective 
atmospheres are real, in that they influence material change, yet they are immaterial. 
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coexist with most others and that ludic affordances can be perceived and enacted alongside 
those associated with other contexts. 
 
4.5: Conclusion  
 
ůƚŚŽƵŐŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ-of-mind shows that our agency is always-already subordinated 
to a larger system, or rather participates in agentive interplay with it, Bogost is right to 
suggest that play(fulness) can help us come to know the world.  By engaging in this 
behavioural pattern-which-connects such a variety of species, we can apprehend our 
embeddedness and give the lie to trumped-up anthropocentric fantasies of unilateral 
agency and overblown notions of the power of rationality.  Kershaw suggests that 
performative engagements with our environment also reveal this paradoxical twinning of 
status that subjective agency in an ecological reality entails.  Through performance, we can 
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐĂƐƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů “ĐŽŵŵĂŶĚĂŶƚĂŶĚƐƵƉƉůŝĐĂŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă P
 ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞƚŚĞǁĂǇŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĂƌĞŝŶĞƐĐĂƉĂďůǇ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
125).  Together with the ludic negotiation of terms discussed in 4.3.1, this suggests that 
performative ludic-environmental interactions may effect a revelatory doubling.   
The psychological distancing inherent to play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity now reveals 
itself as a connecting move; as I hope to have shown, by means of relational abstraction (in 
terms of difference, context, affordance, etc.) we can apprehend the 
commandant/supplicant paradox, recognise our ecological embeddedness, and puncture 
the hubris of unchecked rationality.  Play(fulness) may have played a crucial role in 
complexifying cognition to the point where humans can contemplate the cosmos and our 
place in it, but we often maintain the belief that we are all commandant and no supplicant 
when it comes to our  “ŚƵŵĂŶ-ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞĚƉůĂŶĞƚ ? ?sŝƚŽƵƐĞŬĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? It is apposite, 
then, that the ludic may now facilitate the puncturing of anthropocentric hubris and the 
effecting of closer contact with the world, becoming yet more potent when harnessed 
through performance.  The paradoxes of both performance and play(fulness) foreground 
ƚŚĞĨŽůůǇŽĨĐŽŶĐĞŝǀŝŶŐŽĨŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ ?ŽƌĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞ )ĂƐ “ ?ĐŚƵŶŬƐ ?ĐƵƚŽĨĨĂŶĚǀŝƐƵĂůŝƐĞĚĂƐ
ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐŵĂƚƌŝǆ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?WĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚis might lead us to 
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recognise that, as Barron observes,  “ǁĞĂƌĞĂŶĞĐŽůŽŐǇƚŽŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐ QtĞ are the design 
that designs us ? ? ? ? ? ? P 314); moreover, we are the environment: we are player and 
plaything. 
For Bateson, such recognition has the capacity not only to recalibrate our 
environmental attitudes, but also to promote a state of wellbeing whilst doing so:  
A certain humility becomes appropriate, tempered by the dignity or joy of being part 
of something much bigger.  A part ? if you will ? of God. (2000: 467 W468) 
dŚŝƐƐŝŐŶĂůƐƚŚĞƌĞƚƵƌŶŽĨƚŚĞĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶ ‘ƐĂĐƌĞĚ ?ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞĚŝŶ1.4.1, though its full 
integration must wait until the Conclusion.  In Chapter 3, I argued that the world described 
on a human social level is irreconcilably indeterminate and ambiguous, presenting this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐůƵĚŝĐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇĂƐĂǀĂůƵĂďůĞŵĞĂŶƐŽĨĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐďǇĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
ability to survive and thrive in a state of ambiguity.  In this chapter, I have radically extended 
this ambiguity, presenting a world in which abstract, relational entities such as context, 
difference, form, pattern, and affordance not only have ontological reality but also causal 
efficacy.  As I argued with respect to play(fulness) in Chapter 2, relational entities lie not 
outside reality, but partake in it.  For Bateson, the above ambiguities are not epistemic 
ĨĂŝůŝŶŐƐƚŽďĞŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ ?ďƵƚĂƌĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůƚŽƚŚĞ “ƐĂĐƌĞĚ ?ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨĂůŝǀŝŶŐǁŽƌůĚ
(1987: 95 W96, 162 W166). 
This recasts the relational subjunctivity of play(fulness) as a profound philosophical 
exemplar of the warp and weft of worldly fabric as well as the means by which we weave it.  
dŚƌŽƵŐŚůƵĚŝĐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝŽŶǁĞŵŝŐŚƚŵŽƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƚŚĞĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐǇĞƚ “ŝŶĚŝǀŝƐŝďůĞ
ǁŚŽůĞŶĞƐƐ ? ?Schäfer, 2008: 330 )ŽĨŽƵƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? “ ?rethinking] and [refeeling] our 
ŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƐƚŝŶǇ ? ?tŚŝƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ) through recognition of the extreme paradox that 
constitutes subjective agency in a world of which one is a constituent part.  LudicrousPilgrim 
evidently lives up to his name, as we can now see his good works as both a philosophical 
and spiritual endeavour.  /ŶĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂĚǀŝĐĞĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝƐŝŶŐǁŽƌůĚĨƵůŶĞƐƐďǇ
attending through performed play(fulness) to the relations things bear to other things, 
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including ourselves, we encounter not only the majesty of existence, but also its profound 
ludicrousness.51   
 
Welcome to the Church of the Ludic, where irreverent reverence is gospel. 
 
I have now contextualised the project in three different ways.  I have situated it within the 
terrain of play studies literature, establishing what I mean by play(fulness), which I 
characterise as subjunctivity.  I have situated it in its social context, setting out the inhibiting 
and institutionalising factors that necessitate ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌŽƉĂŐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ĂŶĚ
explained the impact that my background in education and my conservatoire training have 
had on the genesis and development of the project.  In this chapter, I have constructed the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁork, which has extended the argumentation that established 
my conception of play(fulness) in Chapter 2 in order to develop my notion of ludic ecology.  
dŚŝƐĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŚĂƐĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐŽŶƚŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐĂŶĚƉŚǇůŽŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ?
suggesting that play(fulness) may play a key role in cognitive complexification.  This last 
point dovetails into my argument for play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon, which is 
another way of describing ludic ecology ?/ŚĂǀĞĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇ ?
extra-logical nature, and its demands for constant rebalancing exemplify certain ways in 
which reality is structured, reveal the limitations of rationality, and foreground our 
ecological embeddedness.  I have also argued that, by drawing attention to ludic 
affordances that do not directly perform extrinsic functions, my practice exemplifies the 
perceptual processes that participate in our active co-constitution of reality. 
 As expressed in the Roadmap in Chapter 1, Part I has set out the majority of this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ-based contributions, which I suggest could find valuable application 
beyond the fields of participatory and ecological performance.  Play(fulness)-as-
subjunctivity could be useful to play studies, ludic pedagogy could valuably contribute to 
education, and ludic ecology could form a worthwhile addition to ecological philosophy.  In 
                                                          
51 In recognising majesty and ludicrousness through irreverent reverence, we can maintain the humility that 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶƉŽƐŝƚƐŝŶƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƋƵŽƚĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚtŚŝƚĞŚĞĂĚŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐǁŚĞŶŚĞƌĞĨůĞĐƚƐŽŶ “ŚŽǁƐŚĂůůŽǁ ?ƉƵŶǇ ?ĂŶĚ
ŝŵƉĞƌĨĞĐƚĂƌĞĞĨĨŽƌƚƐƚŽƐŽƵŶĚƚŚĞĚĞƉƚŚƐŝŶƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxiv). 
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Part II, I devote a case study to each practical strand and swing the both/and balance in 
favour of PaR.52  Each strand invites perficipants to instantiate ludic contexts in parallel with 
others, pulling ludic affordances from the multitude without significantly supressing those 
associated with other contexts.  The self-reflexivity of play(fulness) discussed in 2.4 and 
4.2.2 ĂůƐŽĂůůŽǁƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŚĂďŝƚƵĂůĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ-filters derived 
from their epistem-ontological webs.  Realised by LudicrousPilgrim, each strand also 
ŚĞŝŐŚƚĞŶƐŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĞǆƚƌĂ-logical aspect by embracing the overtly ludicrous. 
                                                          
52 Before moving into the case studies, you might wish to read this blog post, in which I discuss the value and 
relevance of an ecological perspective to PaR. 
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Part II: The Ludic Triangle Case 
Studies 
 
Introduction to Part II 
 
Rather than write each case study to a formula, I have structured them so as to capitalise on 
the particular research strengths of each strand.  Perplexpedition affords the richest 
documentation, capturing perficipation and perfilitation most fulsomely, so video analysis 
forms the central spine of Chapter 5.  Wandercast sits in the most clearly delineated family 
of similar practices; also, Wandercast ?ƐŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇƌĞŵŽƚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĞĚƚŚĞ
engagement of large numbers of perficipants, enabling the gathering of considerable post-
perficipation feedback.  Therefore, Chapter 6 comprises a practice review together with in-
depth analysis of perficipant feedback.  Spinstallation involved the greatest degree of 
change across its iterations, which is why Chapter 7 is chiefly constituted by critical 
reflection on methodology.  Rather than emphasising their differences, this approach 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞƐƚŚĞƐƚƌĂŶĚƐ ?ĐŽŚĞƐŝŽŶĂƐĂŵƵůƚŝƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĂů ?ǇĞƚƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌůǇĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ ?ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
inquiry which is more than the sum of its parts. 
 The strands also showcase both the diversity and unity of possible approaches to 4P 
perfilitation.  Perplexpedition engendered a highly responsive, flexible mode.  This includes 
the intuitive approaching of individuals who did not appear overtly playful, but I felt might 
engage; the subtle adjustments in perfilitation needed to effect their engagement; and the 
moment-to-moment flexibility needed to maintain the momentum of the event.  
Wandercast draws most overtly on my conservatoire acting training, since podcast 
perfilitation demands both significant attention to vocal technique and that an authentic-
feeling interpersonal connection be created even without another person present.1  
Spinstallation perfilitation is arguably the most formal, with many iterations constituting a 
service provided to perficipants, but retains a need for flexibility, as perfilitation must mesh 
with the particular group dynamics in order to maximise perficipation.  Its durational nature 
                                                          
1 dŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌŝƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽĂ ‘ŽŶĞ-ƐŚŽƚ ?ŝŶƐĐƌĞen acting, in which one performs as if ŽŶĞ ?ƐŽƵƚ-of-shot acting 
partner is present even though there is no-one there. 
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allows time to negotiate this meshing, but larger perficipant groups entail more splitting of 
attention than in most Perplexpeditions.  hŶŝƚǇŽďƚĂŝŶƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂůůƐƚƌĂŶĚƐ ?ƵƐĞŽĨĚŝƌĞĐƚ-
address and their being situated in the here-and-now, together with a consistent use of 
humour and ambiguous persona-fication, all of which are key aspects of popular 
performance (Double, 2017: 8). 
As I explained when introducing my practical research methods, The Ludic Triangle, 
in 1.3.1, the three strands are also united in the structural sense of employing activities that, 
on the face of it, appear simple.  However, in Chapter 4, I demonstrated that seemingly 
simple acts like vaulting a bollard in Perplexpedition #3, walking like a farmer in Wandercast 
Ep.3, and finding a novel way to travel in Spinstallation S3 all instantiate and exemplify 
highly complex systems of relation.  One way in which the unity of the Triangle is expressed 
is that, in each strand, the activities facilitate the co-creation of ludic affective atmospheres 
(Anderson, 2009) with perficipants.  As I have argued in Part I, there are commonalities 
across ludic affective atmospheres no matter what performance modality activates them; 
for instance, they are always positively inflected and always immerse perficipants in 
ambiguity, thereby acclimatising perficipants to ambiguity and facilitating the development 
of creative potential.  Although, as we will see, the modality of each strand affects the 
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂůƐŽƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚďǇŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů
differences between perficipants.  Nonetheless, all three strands enable perficipants to 
engage with familiar environments in ways that are sensory, imaginative, and innovative; all 
strands are homologous in the ways that they do this. 
All three methods are also united by a balancing act that each strand demands of me 
as perfilitator.  One of the most pressing, important, and consistent concerns I have had as a 
practitioner has been to balance the provision of information to perficipants, so that 
perficipants feel confident enough to engage in the risky business of play(fulness), against 
the need to preserve the ambiguity and open-endedness of the activity.  A straight-forward 
and unambiguous practice would resemble the institutionalised play(fulness) that I criticised 
in Chapter 3 and would drastically limit both perĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚĂŶǇĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
developed.  In Perplexpedition, avoiding this meant finding a way to approach potential 
perficipants without telling them exactly what was going to happen and led, over time, to 
the creation of the Ludic Menu, which contains a number of activities with names that offer 
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wide interpretative potential, such as Attenborough for a Day, and which I endeavoured to 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶĂƐůŝƚƚůĞĚĞƚĂŝůĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞǁŚĞŶĂŶƐǁĞƌŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?/Ŷ
Wandercast, this mainly entailed finding a balance between the sections where I invite 
perficipants into ludic interactions with their environment (without fully detailing what 
perficipants might do) and sections where I allow perficipants to explore their responses to 
my invitations.  In Spinstallation, the balance mainly manifests in my development of Ludic 
Tasks that form the last stage of the workshop and, as with the Ludic Menu, offer significant 
interpretative potential; for example, to  “ ?interact] with an object, or an aspect or element 
of the environment in an unusual way ? ?^ ? ) ? 
As I also explained in 1.3.1, comparing the three strands in light of one another, and 
therefore comparatively evaluating each, is essential to answering the question of how to 
propagate ludic ecology through performance.  Moreover, the balancing that characterises 
each strand, and therefore The Ludic Triangle overall, is a concrete example of the tension 
between structure and process that I argue is both fundamental to play(fulness) and enables 
ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶĨĂƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůƐĂĐƌĞĚ ?dŚĞĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚƐĂŶĚ
commonalities outlined in this Introduction to Part II have largely surfaced in hindsight as I 
have reflected upon the wholeness of The Ludic Triangle as well as on the angle that each 
strand provides.  In the next three chapters, I look upon, and from, each angle individually. 
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This chapter focuses on the first of the three practical strands, Perplexpedition, which takes 
ƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞƐ ?ŝŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵ
accosts people in the street).  This strand is first chronologically in that it was the first to be 
practically tested, but also first developmentally in that Perplexpedition has operated as the 
germination room for the project, where the first shoots emerged and grew into seedlings.  
As I noted in the Roadmap, at 1.6.1, this chapter transforms two important elements of the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬŶŽǁ-how into know-what: firstly, what tactics are likely to succeed in turning 
participants into perficipants and, secondly, what kind of approach best establishes 
aesthetic and affective continuity between the practice and its documentation.  Both of 
ƚŚĞƐĞ ‘ŬŶŽǁ-ǁŚĂƚƐ ?ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĨƌŽŵĂŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐĂƐǁĞůů
as a pragmatic point of view.  The first is essential for the practice to take place at all, so 
pertains directly to my role as perfilitator, which forms another prominent aspect of this 
ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ?dŚĞƐĞĐŽŶĚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ŶĚŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ
role that documentation came to play within the project, which is why I term my 
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ‘ĚŝŐŝƚĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚ ?ŽǁŝŶŐĂůƐŽƚŽƚŚĞƌŝĐŚĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂůƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŽĨ
Perplexpedition video,1 ǁŚǇ/ŵĂŬĞĐůŽƐĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐŽĨǀŝĚĞŽƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽƌĞŵŽĚĞŽĨ
analysis. 
 I begin this chapter by addressing my initial perficipant creation technique.  I then 
analyse the interactions that constitute Perplexpedition, and exist across all three strands, 
ďǇŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŶŐ&ƵĐŚƐ ?Ğ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )enactive intersubjectivity into, and thereby 
ĞǆƉĂŶĚŝŶŐ ?ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ?dŚĞ elements of my play(fulness)-as-
                                                          
1 All videos referred to in this chapter are hosted in the Perplexpedition ƉůĂǇůŝƐƚŽŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵ ?ƐzŽƵdƵďĞ
channel here http://bit.ly/2qEslOw (PML\Perplexpedition Video).  As intimated in the Introduction, digital-
practice-as-documentation is integral to this project, which is especially so in this chapter.  Engagement with 
the video content is necessary in order to fully appreciate my arguments.  I include links to specific videos at 
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philosophical-phenomenon argument that returns as this expansion takes place are both 
the notion that relations take primacy over relata and the strictly holistic nature of 
ecological systems; I argue that the irreducibility of the Perplexpedition ecology performs all 
involved.  In the latter stages of the chapter, I address issues relating to practice research 
documentation and how the particularities of my approach address them, arguing that my 
affective documentation navigates a route between the differing positions of Piccini & Rye 
(2009) and Spatz (2015).  I argue that this navigation establishes a novel position of my own, 
thereby demonstrating that my documentation practice contributes to knowledge.  Again, 
as befits the ecological stance of this project, the elements of argument within this chapter 
are interwoven rather than strictly separated.  When dealing directly with my practice, I 
often employ a conversational tone, so as to chime with the nature of Perplexpedition ?Ɛ 
perfilitation. 
 
Perplexpedition is perplexing and it is an expedition.2 
 
5.2: First Forays 
 
According to the Perplexpedition page on my website: 
I go out and about and invite people to join me in doing playful (ludicrous) things like 
jumping over stuff, lying down and looking up, or running after brightly coloured 
bouncy balls. (LudicrousPilgrim, 2018: [online]) 
>Ğƚ ?ƐƐĞĞƚŚŝƐŝŶĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? 
                                                          
2 I go on an expedition, i.e. I wander off somewhere, accost unwitting passers-by, and invite them to take part 
in some ludic (and ludicrous) activity.  Quite understandably, people find this perplexing because it is a fairly 
unusual occurrence; the most common reason for being accosted in the street in the UK is a request for 
charitable giving.  (This was amusingly subverted in South Africa when disabled comedian Laurence Clark was 
sat at a bus stop and someone put money in his sun hat [see Clark, 2012, Charity Collection  W Whole Sketch], 
the difference being that Clark appears not to have approached anyone.)  I have found that this common 
association has led to an instinctive negative reaction on the part of some potential participants, which has 
proved to be one of the major challenges in WĞƌƉůĞǆƉĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛdevelopment.  I am not saying that the British 
people are uncharitable by nature, but that in general there is a preference for charitable giving to be self-
motivated and that many people associate unsolicited street interactions with being asked for money (which 
has a generally negative valence). 
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In this video, ǁĞƐĞĞďŽƚŚ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůƐŽůŝĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
perficipants and my own first tentative steps towards the formation of my editing style.4  
Lavery (2005) argues that peripatetic performance offers an effective alternative to existing 
political performance paradigms through direct corporeal and affective engagement 
coupled with creative reappropriation of public space.  I contend that these elements are 
present throughout each strand of this practice and are made visible in this chapter through 
                                                          
3 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/bollard-buddies-1/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#1 Bollard Buddies 1).   
4 I initially adopted this editing style mainly for my own amusement, engaging in a postmodern parody 
(Hutcheon, 1989) of the practice, i.e. sending it up whilst valorising it, showing that I was aware of all the 
stupid things I often do.  As video editing is very time consuming, it was a way of keeping myself sane.  I was 
pleasantly surprised when my supervisor, Nicola Shaughnessy, pointed out that my editing has affective and 
analytical value, terming it affective documentation. 
Fig.17: (Young) 
Man vaults bollard. 
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video documentation.  In #1, there is certainly direct corporeal and affective5 engagement 
coupled with creative reappropriation of public space ?ƐŝŶĐĞ/ ?ŵƉƌĞƚƚǇƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚŽƐĞ
ĞŶŽƌŵŽƵƐďŽůůĂƌĚƐǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚŝŶƐƚĂůůĞĚĨŽƌǀĂƵůƚŝŶŐƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ? ? ?Ălso includes the first 
technique employed to create perficipants. 
 
5.2.1: Initial Perficipant Creation Technique 
 
A conversation between LudicrousPilgrim and the two perficipants begins the action, but 
this is actually their second conversation.  The first conversation is referred to in the 
introductory titles (00:02)  “I asked two people if they would like to be in a performance 
research film ? ?KŶĐĞƚŚĞƉĂŝƌĂŐƌĞĞĚ ?>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵĂƐŬĞĚƚŚĞŵƚŽƌĞƚƌĂĐĞƚŚĞŝƌƐƚĞƉƐ
and approach (on seeing the thumbs-up signal [00:08]) as if we6 had not met.  This 
immediately places a frame around the interaction of the kind theorised by Goffman ([1974] 
1986).  Frame analysis posits that experience is organised according to frames, or schemata, 
which facilitate the interpretation of meaning and selection of appropriate actions (ibid: 
21).7  The pair implicitly and intuitively utilise a performance schema, performing versions of 
themselves who have not yet met LudicrousPilgrim, although in reality the pair are perfectly 
aware that they just have.  I realised that this technique could have been signposted better 
in #1, so made sure to explicitly reference it in the #2 edit. 
 
[To see how I did this, please watch #28 up to 00:10 (or watch the whole thing)] 
                                                          
5 Although I do not comment on this directly in the edit, there is a slight air of nervousness about the pair at 
the start (which is unsurprising because they do not yet know what they will be asked to do).  The young 
woman relaxes when she discovers that the task is bollard-vaulting, something which she has done before; the 
young man remains nervous  W apparently due to his (supposedly inflexible) trousers.  However, all trace of 
nervousness is replaced by something more positive (could it be happiness?) when I reunite the young woman 
ǁŝƚŚŚĞƌ “ĨŝǀĞŶŐůŝƐŚƉŽƵŶĚƐǁƌĂƉƉĞĚĂƌŽƵŶĚƚǁŽŶŐůŝƐŚƉŽƵŶĚƐ ? ?
6 I refer to myself using personal pronouns or LudicrousPilgrim interchangeably.  This is to highlight the fact 
that we are one and the same person, thus expressing an important element of popular performance that 
ŽƵďůĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐƚŚĞ “ ?/ )ŶƚĞƌůĂĐŝŶŐŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌĂŶĚƌŽůĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W24). 
7 Another word for ƚŚŝƐŵŝŐŚƚďĞ ‘ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƌĞƐŽŶĂŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ'ŽĨĨŵĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇĂŶĚ
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ƐĞĞ4.2.1  W  ? ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?'ŽĨĨŵĂŶŵĂŬĞƐĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞƵƐĞŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐǁŽƌŬŽŶƉůĂǇ
(Goffman, 1974: 40 W82). 






5.2.2: Play = Metacommunication? 
 
As discussed in 4.2.1 W4.2.2, Bateson describes play as defining and being defined by 
ŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ P “ ?T)he playful nip denotes the bite, but it does not denote what would 
be denoted by the bite ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?/ĂŐƌĞĞƚŚĂƚŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŐŶĂůƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?Ɛ
ĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇĂŶĚƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂůŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ?ĂůƐŽ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŵĂǇĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇ
explain playfighting and types of imaginative play.  However, I am not convinced that it 
provides an exhaustive definition.  In #1, all three interactors are under no illusions as to the 
fact that the unfolding event is play(ful), since each interactor is Just Play(ing) Along,9 yet 
the actions engaged in denote exactly what is denoted by the actions which those actions 
denote.  What is denoted by two young people performing themselves helping an idiot with 
                                                          
9 See 3.6.1  W 3.6.1.3 for a discussion of this element of my ludic pedagogy. 
Fig.18: Thumbs-up signal 
begins the performance. 
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his PhD is the same as what two young people helping an idiot with his PhD denotes; 
namely, that they are lovely, open people.  When the young man declares that they are 
ŚĂǀŝŶŐ “ĂĨƵŶĚĂǇ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŚĞŵĞĂŶƐĞǆĂĐƚůǇƚŚĂƚ ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?ǁŚĞŶǁĞĐŽŵĞƚŽƚŚĞ
interactors vaulting the bollard, all denoting goes out of the window entirely.  Their actions 
do not denote vaulting a bollard, they simply are vaulting a bollard.10  Still, this does not 
preclude the action from being play(ful). 
By replaying our interaĐƚŝŽŶǁĞŝŶƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚĞƚŚĞĨƌĂŵĞ ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ŝŶƉĂƌĂůůĞů
ǁŝƚŚ ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ? ?11 /ŶĨĂĐƚ ?ƚŚĞĚƵĂůĨƌĂŵŝŶŐŽĨ ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ? and  ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐ
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? always occurs within Perplexpedition, which significantly complexifies matters 
and is an example of the layering of context that I described at the end of 4.4.1; I take the 
concepts ŽĨ ‘ĨƌĂŵĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?ƚŽďĞďƌŽĂĚůǇĂŶĂůĂŐŽƵƐ.  I argue that this complexification 
increases the degree to which this work reveals and exemplifies reality-constructing 
processes, thus heightening this philosophical aspect of play(fulness) and potentially 
ĨŽƐƚĞƌŝŶŐŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ “ǁŽƌůĚĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W224) by revealing worldly structure.12   
 Rather than being defined as, and by, metacommunication, I argue that interactions 
such as #1 take the form of a metalogue (on play[fulness]), which Bateson describes as that 
ǁŚŝĐŚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐ “ĂƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐƐƵďũĞĐƚ ?ŶŽƚŽŶůǇĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝƚƐĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽ
indirectly through the structure of the exchange (2000: 1).  As suggested in 1.3.2, this 
writing, and the project overall, can be seen as a metalogue on play(fulness), which is 
undoubtedly a problematic subject given that it remains enigmatic despite extensive 
investigation (Sutton-Smith, 1997; Burghardt, 2005).  This project resembles a metalogue 
since it has play(fulness) running through every aspect of its structure, from the practice to 
the writing. 
 
                                                          
10 One could argue that vaulting a bollard denotes what vaulting a bollard would denote without my 
imposition of the play frame because it would instantiate its own play frame, i.e. vaulting a bollard denotes 
play(fulness).  However, it nonetheless does so without denoting another action, and thus remains 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĨŽƌĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?&ŽƌĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨĂƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚĚĞŶŽƚĞƐǀĂƵůƚŝŶŐĂ
ďŽůůĂƌĚ ?ƐĞĞ&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?ƐũƵŵƉŝŶhttp://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-family-vault/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 
The Family Vault).   
11  ‘dŚŝƐŝƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ŝŶƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚĞƐĂƵƚŽŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƌĞƉĞĂƚƚŚĞŝƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ
that thiƐƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĚŽŶĞ “ĂƐŝĨǁĞŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŵĞƚ ? ? ‘dŚŝƐŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ? ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐďŽƚŚƐƵďƚůĞƚǇŽĨ
perfilitation and perfilitator confidence (see 3.6.1.2).  I argue that performance-frames are more robust, and 
less likely to shatter, than play(fulness)-frames. 
12 See Chapter 4 for these aspects of the project. 
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5.3: Interactions ² Enactive Intersubjectivity 
 
In setting out how Perplexpedition creates perficipants, and sketching the ways in which its 
framings operate as this occurs, I have not only articulated an important element of this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬŶŽǁ-how, but also given a concrete example of how my practice problematises 
established play theory.  In this section, I theorise the interactions that Perplexpedition 
instigates.  An enactive approach is useful here.  Enactive cognition meshes well with my 
Conceptual Framework, as it conceives of living things as constituting (and constituted by) 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŶŐƐǇƐƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚĞŶŐĂŐĞŝŶ “ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůĐŽƵƉůŝŶŐ ? ?sĂƌĞůĂ ?dŚŽŵƉƐŽŶ ?ZŽƐĐŚ ? ? ? ? ? P
151) with their environment, which includes each other.  The notion of structure both 
ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐŚŽǁŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶŵƵƚƵĂůůǇŵŽĚŝĨŝĞƐŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŽƌƐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞĂŶĚƐŝŐŶĂůƐĞŶĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ?Ɛ
usefulness in investigating the structure of performative ludic-environmental interactions.   
/ŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚůǇ ?sĂƌĞůĂ ?dŚŽŵƉƐŽŶ ?ZŽƐĐŚĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨĂƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ƐŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŝŶ
shaping its interaction dynamics (i.e. patterning) and its apprehension of meaning (ibid: 
151 W ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐďŽƚŚǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ “ ?/ )ƚŝƐthe context which 
ĞǀŽůǀĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W emphasis original), i.e. the relationships internal to the overall 
ĐŽƵƉůĞĚƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ĂŶĚŵǇĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞůĞǀĞůŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƉƌĞĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƚŽ
play(fulness) has a significant impact on this project.13  The latter ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ
ĐŽƌĞƉŽƐƚƵůĂƚĞƚŚĂƚůŝĨĞŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƐĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽ “ ?ĚŝĨĨĞƌ ŶĐĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ ?ŵĂŬĞ ?ĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?
(2000: 315), i.e. those which have meaning relative to systems.14   
To this dynamical systems approach of enaction theory was added a 
phenomenological aspect by Thompson (2007), which further increases its appropriateness 
here, since this project uses perficipant and perfilitator experiences of ludic interaction in 
order to shed light on the phenomena involved.  I do not draw extensively on Thompson 
(2007), as the work aims to explain, or elucidate, consciousness, whereas this project adopts 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĞƌĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨŵŝŶĚ ?15  Instead, /ƵƐĞ&ƵĐŚƐ ?Ğ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? W hereafter 
F&DJ) framework of enactive intersubjectivity to theorise the interactions generated.  F&DJ, 
                                                          
13 In this blog post, I discuss how this insiŐŚƚŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐĂĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨtŚŽƌĨ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨ
language and cognition.  See 4.3.1 ĨŽƌŵǇĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƉƌĞ-existing ludic dispositions. 
14 See A4.1 for additional detail on Batesonian difference. 
15 HŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ĚŽĞŶĚŽƌƐĞdŚŽŵƉƐŽŶ ?Ɛ(2007) aim of bringing scientific and philosophical inquiry into mutually 
beneficial cross-pollination, although I would add also artistic inquiry into the mix. 
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too, combine phenomenological and dynamical systems approaches, allowing interaction 
processes to be described in terms of coupled systems and also experientially.  Although I 
ĐĂŶŶŽƚƌĞƉŽƌƚƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ?16 and although I necessarily have a 
different experience as a perfilitator, the fact that I am present within each interaction 
allows for an insider perspective (cf. Nelson, 2013). 
 
[Please now watch #3CSV17 (Case Study Version) and pause at (1)]18 
 
5.3.1: Mutual Incorporation & Participatory Sense-Making 
 
Mutual incorporation is a central tenet of enactive intersubjectivity, belonging to the 
phenomenological half of the theory.  For F&DJ, social interactions involve the decentring of 
ĞĂĐŚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŽƌ ?ƐŽƉĞƌĂƚive intentionality,19 which means that each  “body is Qin an 
ambiguous state, fluctuating between the incorporated body of the other and [its] own 
embodied position ? (2009: 474).  This is a fluid and dynamic process which can ebb and flow 
in terms of the level of incorporation; if this level exceeds a certain threshold, then the 
interaction process itself, the in-between, can be said to become the source of operative 
                                                          
16 The impromptu nature of the intervention makes it unfeasible to collect self-report data, although I do 
collect such data in respect of Wandercast and Spinstallation.  The triangulatory approach to practice in this 
PaR allows for different kinds of data to be gathered and so develop a multifaceted understanding of the nexus 
of performance, play(fulness), and ecology. 
17 See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dyIbAZn3HlQ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#3 The Family Vault 
CASE STUDY VERSION).   
18 /ƌĞĨĞƌƚŽƚŚŝƐŝŶƚŚĞĞĚŝƚĂƐŵǇ “ĨŝƌƐƚƉůĂǇĨƵůĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚ ?ĂŶĚƐŽĨĂƌŽŶůǇ ?ƚŝŵĞƚŚĂƚ
perficipants had volunteered themselves and asked to join in with the project.  #1-3 all took place on the same 
afternoon.  The family that you see in #3 had been sat outside a café just along the narrow pedestrian street 
from the oversized bollards and had evidently been watching proceedings with interest.  (You can occasionally 
see a blackboard with some chairs behind it in #1 and #2, which is the café where the family are sat.  See 
Fig.18.)  I had noticed that they, especially the dad, were looking over at what was going on, but I was unsure 
as to whether they were slightly annoyed at the ludic behaviour (although the participants and I had been 
making no more noise than normal conversation).  I was thinking of moving on when the dad caught my eye 
ĂŶĚŵĂĚĞĂŐĞƐƚƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƐĞĞŵĞĚƚŽƐĂǇ “/ ?ŵũƵƐƚŐŽŝŶŐŝŶƐŝĚĞ Q ? (presumably to pay)  “ QƚŚĞŶ/ ?ůůďĞŽǀĞƌ ?.  I 
ƌĞƚƵƌŶĞĚĂŐĞƐƚƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƐĂŝĚ “K< ?, whilst thinking I must have misread what he meant. But no!  A couple of 
minutes later he brought his youngest son over to join in.  I had a flash of inspiration to offer the son the 
opportunity to wear the GoPro and become the first participant to document their own performance 
(although I did not use those words at the time).   
19 Operative intentionality is a term borrowed from Merleau-Ponty, who adopted it from Husserl.  It refers to 
the prereflective connection between body and environment that arises from the inseparability of perception 
and action (Merleau-Ponty, [1945] 2012: 139 W140). 
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ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇĂƐƚŚĞďŽĚŝĞƐ ?ĨůƵĐƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐďĞĐŽŵĞŵƵƚƵĂůůǇŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?20  
IncorpoƌĂƚŝŽŶƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇǁŝƚŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽ  ĨďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ
ecologies, as both highlight the contingent and distributed nature of agency; moreover, as 
noted in my Introduction, Reason (2017b) argues that arts-participation phenomenally both 
decentres and intensifies,21 suggesting that participatory performance may often exceed 
& ?: ?ƐƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚ ?Perplexpedition, I argue, demonstrates that ludic-participatory 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ƐƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇĂĨĨŽƌĚƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ?ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ ?ĂŶĚŝŶƚĞŶƐĞ
instances of incorporation.22 
 Not that synergy has taken place by (1), but we can see that I am not in control of 
the interaction.  I am not operating from a detached perspective, employing representations 
to make sense of and act within this situation, as cognitivism would have us believe; events 
are moving too fast for that to be possible.23  I did not offer the idea of the warm up for 
Freddie;24 ƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĞĚĂĚ ?ƐŝĚĞĂďƵƚ/ƌƵŶǁŝƚŚŝƚ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐŝƐŶŽƚƚŽŝŶĨĞƌĂŶǇĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ
action on my part.  One of the most valuable aspects of enactive intersubjectivity is that it 
provides a rigorous and detailed framework with which to analyse how interactions take on 
a life of their own, hence its being incorporated into my conceptual framework. 
On the dynamical systems side of the theory, enactive intersubjectivity builds upon 
earlier work by De Jaegher & Di Paolo (2007) on participatory sense-making, which frames 
                                                          
20 EŽƚĞƚŚĞƉĂƌĂůůĞůǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚŶŽƉĂƌƚŽĨĂƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ŶŽƌĂŶǇŽŶĞƐǇƐƚĞŵŝŶĂĐŽƵƉůŝŶŐ ?ĐĂŶ 
unilaterally control any other (see 4.3.1, A4.1, and Bateson, 2000: 315). 
21 See 1.2.3 & 1.4.2 respectively for intensification and decentring. 
22 I am not arguing that Perplexpedition is a superior form of performance, only that it offers particular 
qualities of decentring experience and that it roots these in environments without prior performance 
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ZĞĂƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?ď )ĞǆĂŵƉůĞŝƐŽĨĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĐŚŽ ƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁŽƵůĚĂƌŐƵĂďůǇƉƌŽĚƵĐĞŵŽƌĞ
sustained decentring experiences facilitated by the stability of musical structure.  However, I suggest that one 
is unlikely to experience decentring for the entire duration of even one song, owing to the ebb and flow of 
incorporation, as Reason himself notes (ibid: 45).  Furthermore, there is likely to be a considerable period 
before any experience of decentring, since being unsure of the words, for example, is almost certain to 
preclude its occurrence.  Whilst ebb and flow of incorporation undoubtedly occurs in Perplexpedition also, and 
whilst some iterations will involve higher levels than others, Perplexpedition ?ƐƐŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚǇĞŶƚĂŝůƐƚŚĂƚŵƵƚƵĂů
incorporatŝŽŶĐĂŶĂƌŝƐĞƌĂƉŝĚůǇĂŶĚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚǇŶĂŵŝƐŵĨƌŽŵĂůů
involved.  To reiterate: not better, but different (and equally valuable). 
23 An advocate of cognitivist theories of intersubjectivity, such as simulation theory (which holds that we use 
first-person models to create third-ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚĂƚĞƐ ) ?ŵŝŐŚƚƌĞƚŽƌƚƚŚĂƚ
representational processes can take place in the subpersonal sphere, thereby arguing that one need not be 
aware of them in order to make use of them.  However, as Gallagher (2007) observes, this is an illegitimate 
move because simulations are personal-level concepts; they presuppose a person who is doing the simulating. 
24 He says his name at 00:40, in case you were wondering how I knew.  Also, so as to allay any fears that I may 
have breached research ethics by asking his name, I point out that Freddie retains his anonymity more than 
the rest of his family by virtue of the fact that you never see his cheeky little face. 
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the issue central to social cognition25 (i.e. the mental processes that facilitate and arise from 
inteƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ )ĂƐ “how meaning is generated and transformed in the interplay between the 
unfolding interaction process and the individuals engaged in it ? (2007: 485).  It is clear that 
by (1), the generation of meaning within the interaction has been achieved in participatory 
fashion, as opposed to any one interactor bringing preconceived notions to bear upon it.  
Whilst the activity was my pre-formulated idea, which I framed as having gravity by calling it 
&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?Ɛ “ďŝŐŵŽŵĞŶƚ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŝƚƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇďĞĐŽŵĞƐĂŐǇmnastic extravaganza with the 





                                                          
25 See 3.6.1.3 for how social cognition is implicated in ludic pedagogy. 
Fig.19: Freddie does 
some warm-up squats. 
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5.3.2: Play World vs. Real World 
 
This is what Huizinga would describe as  “ƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐŽƵƚŽĨ ‘real ? life into a temporary sphere 
ŽĨĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 26).  I argued in Chapter 2, however, that this view is not tenable, since 
there is (and can be) only one reality.  I argue that this project instantiates play(fulness) that 
ĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝĨŝĞƐƌĞĂůŝƚǇďǇďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚŝŶŐĂŶĚůĂǇĞƌŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǁŽƌůĚ-engagement such that 
the subjunctive (i.e. a team of gymnasts) synchronously co-exists with the indicative (i.e. a 
family on a day out).  They are not really a team of gymnasts, but they are really pretending 
that they are, and both constitute reality with equivalence in that moment.26 
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽǁŚĂƚtŝƚƚŐĞŶƐƚĞŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ “ŶŽƚŝĐŝŶŐĂŶĂƐƉĞĐƚ ?27 ([1953] 1967: 193), I 
argue that their experience of that particular environment is likely changed in a way which 
modestly enriches it in a pleasurable, positive way.  Wittgenstein first characterised the 
ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶƚŚƵƐ P “/ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉůĂƚĞĂĨĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇŶŽƚŝĐĞŝƚƐůŝŬĞŶĞƐƐƚŽĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ?/
see ƚŚĂƚŝƚŚĂƐŶŽƚĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ?ĂŶĚǇĞƚ/ƐĞĞŝƚĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚůǇ ?/ĐĂůůƚŚŝƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ‘ŶŽƚŝĐŝŶŐĂŶ
ĂƐƉĞĐƚ ? ? ?ibid  W emphasis original).  In similar fashion, the experience of Perplexpedition 
hopefully leads perficipants to see ludic affordances that previously went unnoticed, yet 
were always really there.  When perficipants enact a ludic affordance, as suggested in 1.4.2, 
this manifests a  “ŵŝŶŝŵĂůŝƐƚƵŶŝƚŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ? ?<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞƐŝŶ
potential recalibration of their environmental relations.  As noted in 4.4.1, affordances 
cannot exist in isolation (Turner, 2005: 798), which indicates that the events of 
Perplexpedition involve a web of affordances and minimalist units. 
I further argue that this aspect need not primarily relate to motor-action (cf. Rietveld 
& Kiverstein, 2014), which means that it might not result in overt behaviour, and, in a group 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚŶĞĞĚŶŽƚƉůĂǇĂ ‘ůĞĂĚƌŽůĞ ?ŝŶƚŚĞPerplexpedition for possible 
recalibration to occur.  Participation in the structure and experience of Perplexpedition may 
be enough to colour future experiences of that environment, and possibly bollards in 
general, with a ludic tint.28  ůƚŚŽƵŐŚŝƚŝƐĂǀĞǆĞĚŶŽƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶŝƐŚĂŬ ? ? ? ? ? ) ? ‘ŶŽƚŝĐŝŶŐĂŶ
                                                          
26 See 2.4 for more on my equivalence argument. 
27 This is the phenomenon that informs WittgenstĞŝŶ ?ƐĨĂŵŽƵƐƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĚƵĐŬ-rabbit drawing (1967: 194).  The 
ƐĂŵĞŝŵĂŐĞĐĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶĂƐĂĚƵĐŬŽƌĂƌĂďďŝƚ ?ƚŚĞŝŵĂŐĞŝƚƐĞůĨĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĐŚĂŶŐĞǁŚĞŶŽŶĞ ?ƐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŚĂƚ
it represents changes, shifting from one animal to the other.   
28 For evidence as to the plausibility of my practice colouring future experiences, see 6.4  W 6.5.  Wandercast is 
the strand where it has been possible to gather post-perficipation self-report data. 
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ĂƐƉĞĐƚ ?ŽĨĨĞƌƐĂƵƐĞĨƵůĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŽƌůĚ-engagement bifurcation.  The indicative, i.e. 
the unchanged face or the functional environment, remains intact, yet the subjunctive, i.e. 
ƚŚĞĨĂĐĞ ?ƐůŝŬĞŶĞƐƐŽƌƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐůƵĚŝĐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ?ŶŽǁĐŽ-exists with it.  Bollards both 
are and are not gymnastic apparatus. 
 




Here the mum becomes actively involved, adding to the play(fulness) of the performance 
being co-ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚďǇŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŽŶŝŬĞƌ “ZĞĂĚǇ&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?ĨŽƌŚĞƌǇŽƵŶŐĞƐƚ ?dŚŝƐŚĂƐƚŚĞ
ring of a family nickname for Freddie, but this does not detract from the spontaneously co-
created nature of the event, nor its play(fulness); repetition is a commonly recognised 
component of play (e.g. Burghardt, 2010b: 15; Goffman, 1974: 42).  The introduction of a 
(probably) pre-existing play(ful) motif arguably grounds the experience in a historical 
Fig.20: Freddie gets 
a new name. 
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framework that might make this Perplexpedition more memorable for the family.  F&DJ 
ŵĂŬĞĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚĞŶĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŝŵƉůǇĂŶǇďƌĞĂŬǁŝƚŚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?
dispositions and developmental histories.  Interactors bring all this with them into the 
interaction, which is influenced by the interplay between their histories as well as novel, in-
the-moment developments, the accretion of which constitute the history of the particular 
interaction, which also becomes a factor the longer the interaction is sustained (2009: 471, 
476 W477).   
 




Although the other two children are not directly involved at this stage, they are attentive to 
what is going on and so can be said to be perpetuating the play(fulness), even if they are not 
currently co-creating it.  I suggest that this is a concrete example of play(fulness)-as-
affective-atmosphere, as I outlined in 2.4.  Here ǁĞƐĞĞƚŚĞ “ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌ ?ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?ŽĨ




ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) “ ?ĞŵĂŶĂƚŝŶŐ ?ĨƌŽŵďƵƚĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƐƐŵďůŝŶŐ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŽĨ
Freddie, his mum, dad, and myself  W i.e. the individuals who have become directly involved 
in the interaction so far  W and affecting alƐŽ&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?ƐƚǁŽƐŝďůŝŶŐƐ ? ?dŽĐůĂƌŝĨǇ ?ĨŽƌŵĞ ?ŵŽƐƚ
fundamental is not the individuals assembled per se but the evolving relations that 
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƚŚŝƐĂƐƐĞŵďůŝŶŐ ? )tŚĞŶǁĞƐĞĞƚŚĞŵďƌŝĞĨůǇ ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?ƐƐŝƐƚĞƌŝƐůĂƵŐŚŝŶŐ
and his older brother is recording the event on his phone.  Both are clearly engaged in the 
event.  Instead of being coordinated with the other interactors, as occurs in full mutual 
incorporation, the other two children, or certainly the daughter, can be said to be 
coordinated to the ongoing interaction.  In dynamical systems terms, this is where one (or 
more) coupled system(s) is guided by the actions of one (or more) other system(s) in the 
coupling (F&DJ, 2009: 472 W474).  A common example would be a lone individual watching a 
football match on television.  The football game system guides the action of the viewer 
system, leading to the viewer system making impulsive movements which imitate or 
anticipate those of the players and perhaps shouting at the screen.  The viewer is 
coordinated to ƚŚĞĨŽŽƚďĂůůŐĂŵĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞĂůůĞĨĨĞĐƚƐĂƌĞƵŶŝĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?ƐĂĐƚŝŽŶ
makes no direct impact upon the football game.29 
 
  
                                                          
29 The viewer does make an indirect effect on the game, however, especially if they have paid a subscription to 
a media company in order to view the match, as this has an effect on the wider ecology of the sport.  I limit the 
unidirectionality to which I refer only to the level of description which includes the television image and the 
viewer.  As I argued in Chapter 4, all systems (apart from the universe, or perhaps multiverse) are subsystems 
and are ultimately contingent in some way. 
 159 
 
5.3.4: Popular Performance & Participatory Sense-Making 2 
 




I make an appalling joke, inferring that Freddie is actually a diminutive adult who should be 
ŝŶƚŚĞŽĨĨŝĐĞ ?ďƵƚŽŶĞǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚŝŶŬĞĞƉŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ ‘ƉŽƉƵůĂƌ ?ƉŝůůĂƌŽĨŵǇƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ
methodology.  Rather than my stand-up comedy training, this kind of approach owes more 
to ŵǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĂƐĂĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶĞƌ ?30 this followed my stand-up training 
chronologically, however, so was undoubtedly influenced by it.  This is not the place for an 
in-ĚĞƉƚŚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĞƚŚŝĐƐŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ?ďƵƚŵǇũŽŬĞŝƐĂĐŚĂracteristic 
example of the kind of uncomplicated humour often aimed at young children. 
                                                          
30 I worked for an events company that also specialised in parties for the children of the super-rich.  Highlights 
included: playing a talking camel for an Aladdin panto season in a Canary Wharf investment bank, almost dying 
of heat exhaustion in a gorilla costume at a party for the child of a Russian oligarch at the Mandarin Oriental 
Hotel, and giving a taxi tour of London sites of Harry-Potter-interest as a C-list Hogwarts wizard. 
Fig.22: LudicrousPilgrim 
makes a bad joke. 
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 This is also another clear example of participatory sense-making.  It would not be 
accurate to attribute development of the play(fulness) to any one interactor.  I argue that 
this exemplifies our ecological embeddedness, discussed in Chapter 4, by instantiating a 
ŚĞŝŐŚƚĞŶĞĚĚĞĐĞŶƚƌŝŶŐƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚƌĞǀĞĂůƐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?ĂůǁĂǇƐ-already-contingent 
agency.  This iƐĂůƐŽĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨǁŚĂƚ,ĂƌĂǁĂǇĐĂůůƐ “sym-poiesis ? ?Žƌ “ŵĂŬŝŶŐ-ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ? 
(2015: 260).31  Sym-poiesis stresses the vital implication of the environment in human acts 
of creativity, so meshes well with my ecological framework.  The dad perpetuates the idea 
ƚŚĂƚŚŝƐƐŽŶŝƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĂŶŽĨĨŝĐĞǁŽƌŬĞƌďǇƐĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŚĞŚĂƐ “ũƵƐƚƉŽƉƉĞĚŽƵƚĨŽƌĂĐŽĨĨĞĞ ?
 ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ĞƌĞǁĞƐĞĞƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ƐŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĐŽ-
creation because this is exactly what the family were doing prior to engaging in 
Perplexpedition!32   
Haraway sees sym-poiesis as an almost inherently ludic act, arguing that playing 
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ “ŵĂŬĞƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨƵƚƵƌĞƐŽƵƚŽĨũŽǇĨƵůďƵƚĚĂŶŐĞƌŽƵƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
evokes play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity, i.e. perceiving possibilities, and simultaneously alludes 
to its pedagogical positioning.33  Both subjunctivity and metacommunication are clearly at 
work here, since the dad and I see Freddie simultaneously as both child and office-worker 
and since we instantiate logical paradox; just as the play(ful) nip is not the bite, the ludic 
admonishment of an errant office-worker-child is not a matter for ACAS.  This demonstrates 
how ludic-environmental interactions exemplify these fundamental reality-structuring 
processes, as argued in Chapter 4. 
 
  
                                                          
31 Haraway attributes ƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ?ƐĐŽŝŶŝŶŐƚŽĞŵƉƐƚĞƌ (1998). 
32 Of course, a coffee shop is a human construction, yet interacts with and depends upon the wider natural 
world of coffee plants and cows etc., so instantiates our dependence upon the more-than-human world which 
Haraway addresses (2015: 260).  Furthermore, had that coffee shop not have been there, and had the family 
not frequented it, I maintain that it is less likely that the dad would have implicated popping out for a coffee in 
the performance. 
33 The notion of a dangerous present arguably echoes the idea that the present is uncertain, since uncertainty 
increases risk. See Chapter 3 for a discussion of how ludic pedagogy addresses this situation. 
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5.3.5: Enactive Intersubjectivity 2 
 




The unpredictability of in-the-moment developments, which must be responded to, and the 
interactor plasticity demanded by the fact that no-one can exert unilateral control increase 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶĂůƐŬŝůůĂƐƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞǀŽůǀĞƐ ?dŚŝƐƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨ “ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ? ?& ?: ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ĂƌŐƵĞŝƐŝŶĞǀŝĚ ŶĐĞďǇ ? ? ) ?tŚĞŶ/ƌĞalise 
ƚŚĂƚďǇƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞŽůĚĞƌďƌŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐŝŵŵŝŶĞŶƚ “ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ? ? ? ? P ? ? )/ůĞĂǀĞŽƉĞŶƚŚĞ
possibility that he might not succeed,35 I aim to make amends immediately but do not 
                                                          
34 I am aware that I have decided which are the important sections of this video and sped up those which I 
deem to be of little consequence.  As such, this cannot be regarded as an objective rendering of the event.  I 
will address issues pertaining to the documentary status of these videos shortly, but suffice to say that an 
objective rendering was not my intention, neither do I deem such a thing to be possible. 
35 Which, of course, he might not.  This is could be considered a paradigm example of the riskiness of play 
ǁŚŝĐŚ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĂƐ “ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ?ĐŚĂŶĐŝŶĞƐƐ ?ĂƐƚƌŝǀŝŶŐƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞĂŶĚƐŽĞŶĚŝƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
Fig.23: The dad completes my sentence. 
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ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŵǇƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞĚĂĚƉŝƉĞƐƵƉǁŝƚŚ “ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚƐĂǀĞƐƚŚĞ day.  
Completing my sentence is a clear example of enactive intersubjectivity, I argue; mutual 
incorporation and participatory sense-making must both be in operation for this to occur.  
We can also see my developing editing style as I refer to my mistake with the on-screen title 
 “ŽŽƉƐ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
 
5.3.6: Popular Performance 2 
 
[Please recommence #3CSV, pausing at (5)] 
 
 
Fig.24 ƐŚŽǁƐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĐůĂƐƐŝĐƚĂĐƚŝĐĨƌŽŵĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ?/ĨǇŽƵĂƐŬĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ
whether their parents should become involved, it is very likely they will answer 
                                                          
However, it is a major role of the perfilitator to support perficipants in their risky endeavours and one of the 
most important ways of doing that is to show complete confidence in them (see also 3.6.1.2). 
Fig.24: LudicrousPilgrim asks 
Freddie if his dad should have a go. 
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affirmatively.  Notice that Freddie responds largely with gesture and physical contact yet it is 
perfectly clear what his intentions are.  Also, children tend to greatly enjoy seeing their 
parents take part in play(ful) activity.  Indeed, we hear a gleeful laugh from Freddie in 
ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŝƐĚĂĚ ?ƐĨĞĂƚ ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
 
5.3.7: Perficipant Change & Gymnastic Gymkhana 
 




Here, as with his elder son before him, we see the dad about to do something he would 
clearly not normally do ?ŚĞĞǀĞŶƐĂǇƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽƐƉĞĐƚŝƐ “ŚŽƌƌĞŶĚŽƵƐ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ).  I argue that 
both have been performed into personal change by the process of the interaction.  F&DJ 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂƐ “entering into uncharted terrain, not just spatially but temporally, 
personally and affectively as well ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁĞŵĂǇŵĂŬĞĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚĂŶ
Fig.25: The dad has a tech rehearsal. 
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interaction, but its trajectory, outcomes, and effects remain fundamentally uncertain.36  The 
elder son appeared apprehensive before vaulting the bollard, backing right up against the 
ǁĂůůŽĨƚŚĞƐŚŽƉ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ƉŝĐŬƵƉŽŶŝƌŽŶŝĐĂůůǇŝŶƚŚĞƚŝƚůĞƐ P “ůŽŽŬ ?,ĞůŽŽŬƐƐŽƵƉĨŽƌŝƚ ?
(01:48).  However, he is pleased as punch after his bollard-vaulting experience (02:15).  It 
may be that the risks involved in the play(ful) activities of my project lead to more 
enjoyment in hindsight than in the moment of their enaction.  I do not see this as a 
problem; it could even be considered a strength, since it means that the affective 
experience continues to have an impact beyond the bounds of the performance. 
 
The question remains, however: will the dad vault the bollard? 
 
[Please recommence #3CSV and watch to the end] 
 
                                                          
36 I argue that the uncertainty of interactions is heightened in play(fulness) and that this has pedagogical value 
(see Chapter 3).  I also note, in 2.3, that this episode unsettles scientific notions of play, since the dad appears 
ƚŽĞŶũŽǇŚŝƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĚĞƐƉŝƚĞŚŝƐƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ “ŚŽƌƌĞŶĚŽƵƐ ? ?ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂĚũƵĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽŶ





A late development of the ludicrous performance co-created through this interaction comes 
when the dad makes his initial approach, only to back away at the last minute.  As he does 
ƐŽŚĞƐĂǇƐ “ƌĞĨƵƐĂů ?(03:01), adding a further playful twist to proceedings by now referring 
to himself as a horse.  The gymnastic extravaganza has become a gymkhana!   
 
5.3.8: Incorporation of the Environment 
 
& ?:ĂůƐŽƵƐĞƚŚĞůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞŽĨŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů
environment (2009: 472 W ? ? ? ) ?ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚŝƐƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ?ŽŶĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞĚ
body extends to incorporate that with which one is interacting, whether it be a person with 
whom one is conversing (mutual incorporation) or an object or construct in the physical 
environment such as a bollard.  However, F&DJ stress that, in an interaction such as vaulting 
a bollard, all environmental elements implicated in the interaction must be incorporated 
into what they, following Viktor Weizsäcker (1940), ĐĂůůƚŚĞ “ƐĞŶƐŽƌŝŵŽƚŽƌŐĞƐƚĂůƚĐǇĐůĞ ?
Fig.26: An abortive attempt. 
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(2009: 473).  When the dad incorporates only the bollard, he is unable to vault it, causing his 
equine refusal.  Yet, when he incorporates his approach, the bollard, his leap, and onward 




I must be clear that incorporation does not imply any recourse to 
representationalism ?/ŚŽůĚƚŚĂƚŽŶĞĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞůŝǀĞĚ ?/ŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ ?ďĞƚŚĞǇǁŝƚŚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůŽďũĞĐƚƐŽƌŽƚŚĞƌĂŐĞŶƚƐ(F&DJ, 2009: 473).  
One bŽƚŚĐŚĂŶŐĞƐĂŶĚŝƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŚĂƐǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?
                                                          
37 This is not to say that any and every attempt which incorporates all the relevant aspects of the agent-
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝůůďĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ?dŚĞƐĞŶƐŽƌŝŵŽƚŽƌŐĞƐƚĂůƚĐǇĐůĞŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚůǇŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƚŚĞĂŐĞŶƚ ?Ɛ
physical body and its movement capabilities (F&DJ, 2009: 473).  It is entirely possible that an agent will have an 
over-inflated sense of their own physical capabilities or underestimate the distances involved and so will fail to 
vault the bollard (or whatever the interaction may be).  This is an error of judgement, however, as opposed to 
a failure to fully incorporate all relevant aspects of the agent-environment relation. 
Fig.27: Dad vaults bollard. 
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Change occurs in both directions, to agent and environment, but often the change will be 
more marked in one direction.  For example, one might injure oneself as one vaults a 
bollard,38 or one might knock the bollard over.  This project facilitates interactions, the 
ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚŽĨǁŚŝĐŚŝŶǀŽůǀĞƚŚĞůƵĚŝĐƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ? 
 
I have shown that the interactions that constitute Perplexpedition bear out my notion of 
play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity, as the interactors engage the world subjunctively and 
indicatively simultaneously; for instance, by being and not being gymnasts (5.3.2).  
Play(fulness)-as-affective-atmosphere is also in evidence when the ongoing play(fulness) 
affects the elder son and daughter without either of them contributing directly to the 
developing interaction (5.3.3).  I have discussed my role as perfilitator; for example, how it 
ŚĂƐďĞĞŶŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇŵǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ?5.3.4 & 5.3.6), which 
evidences the effect of personal history on ƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ĂƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶ
Chapter 3.  Throughout, my focus has been on the interactions and relations that make up 
Perplexpedition, so as to show that profound patterns-which-connect, such as play(fulness), 
are best thought of and investigated relationally, as this allows for insights into the 
fundamentals at play in such phenomena.  A key fundamental revealed and foregrounded 
by the Perplexpedition side of The Ludic Triangle has been the strictly holistic and 
performative nature of ecological systems in that they are irreducible to their parts and 
perform those who co-constitute them. 
 
5.4: Practical Processes 
 
Having analysed the interactions facilitated by Perplexpedition, I shift my analytical focus 
onto the documentation itself and my editing style, which we see develop from #1 W3, and 
how this teases out the various processes at work as well as introducing another ludic 
dimension to the practice.  I first outline the critical importance of documentation processes 
to Perplexpedition, and by extension to The Triangle as a whole; documentation has been 
developed as part of the practice from the outset rather than as an afterthought.  I then 
                                                          
38 &ŝŶŐĞƌƐĐƌŽƐƐĞĚƚŚĂƚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚĞǀĞƌŚĂƉƉĞŶĚƵƌŝŶŐPerplexpedition(!), although I do have a first aid kit. 
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sketch some issues common to practice research in general, inƚƌŽĚƵĐĞWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
position, and outline my response to it, as embodied by Perplexpedition documentation.  
After this, in subsections 5.4.4  W 5.4.6.1, I undertake a close viewing analysis of 
Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio in order to explore in detail the particularities of my 
approach, focusing on how this approach both constitutes and facilitates analysis, 
particularly with regard to the balancing acts and managed ambiguity that I discussed in the 
Introduction to Part II ?/ĞŶĚƚŚĞĐŚĂƉƚĞƌďǇŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚŝŶŐ
ŝƚǁŝƚŚWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐŚŽǁŵǇĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŶĂǀŝŐĂƚĞƐƚŽĂŶŽǀĞůƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ
that is of value to the field of practice research. 
 
The straight-forward, factual introductions that we see in Perplexpedition #1&2 are replaced 
in #3 by one which still imparts the requisite information for viewers to make sense of the 
ǀŝĚĞŽ ?ďƵƚŝŶŵŽƌĞůƵĚŝĐĨĂƐŚŝŽŶ ?/ƌĞĨĞƌƚŽŵǇ “ĨŝƌƐƚƉůĂǇĨƵůĐŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? P ? ?) and 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ “ĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐŝŶƚŽƵŶŬŶŽǁŶƉůĂǇĨƵůƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌǇ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐƐůŝŐŚƚůǇĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐĂŶĚ
idiosyncratic approach quickly became a hallmark of the video documentation, reflecting my 
approach to WĞƌƉůĞǆƉĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ perfilitation.  As we shall shortly see, managed ambiguity 
serves to balance the provision of information to perficipants with the preservation of their 
agency within the interaction. 
 
5.4.1: Introducing Intrasubjectivity 
 
The creation of videos is structurally fundamental to Perplexpedition, offering far more than 
the documentation requisite for PaR, and even aiding perficipant recruitment.39  The video 
                                                          
39 The video camera is a difficult issue to tackle.  IĨ/ƐĂǇ “excuse me, would you like to take part in some 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ/ ?ŵĚŽŝŶŐ ? ?ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĞĐĂŵĞƌĂĂŶĚƚŚĞǇĂŐƌĞĞ ?ƚŚĞŶ/ƐĂǇ “ǁŽƵůĚŝƚďĞŽŬ
ĨŽƌŵĞƚŽĨŝůŵŝƚ ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĐŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĂƚƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝůůƚŚŝŶŬ/ŚĂǀĞ been underhand and am trying to 
coerce them, which may cause them to withdraw consent.  This is the approach I took on 13/04/15 (the day 
before #1 W3 were created) and it was not successful.  Although approaching people with the camera already 
rolling would adhere to research ethics, since participants would be recorded giving (or withholding) consent, 
this would contravene my ethics as a performer and is unlikely to be productive.  I have found people to be 
most amenable when being totally up-front, saying  “ĞǆĐƵƐĞŵĞ ?ǁŽƵůĚǇŽƵůŝŬĞƚŽƚĂŬĞƉĂƌƚŝŶĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĨŝůŵ/ ?ŵŵĂŬŝŶŐ ? ? Although it is completely unfeasible to isolate whether I frame Perplexpedition as 
the making of a film from the outset as an independent variable, the camera does appear to lend some 
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editing process, a practice in its own right which forms WĞƌƉůĞǆƉĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛ tertiary stage,40 has 
allowed me to explore my role as perfilitator and to deploy my own intrasubjectivity,41 as I 
comment on my own performance as well as those of perficipants.  I define intrasubjectivity 
as interaction between various subjective modes or viewpoints within the individual, which 
manifests here as dialectic interplay between my affective and cognitive engagement in the 
moment of interaction with perficipants and that of my later interaction with the raw 
footage.  This dialectic interplay teases out interaction-processes at work within the 
performances and provokes the emergence of an additional ludic dimension.   
The practice of adopting and blurring multiple subjective viewpoints is exemplified 
ďǇŵǇ “ŝŶƚĞƌůĂĐŝŶŐ ? ?ŽƵďůĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĂĞŽĨ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵĂŶĚƚŚĞĚŝƚŽƌ ?
each of whom can act both playfully and in a matter-of-fact manner, depending on the 
circumstances.  This notion of intrasubjectivity is also reflected throughout the project in the 
multiple roles that I play: practitioner, researcher, and myself (who-or-what-ever that is).  
Furthermore, I deem intrasubjectivity necessary for lone Playfulness, i.e. playing with 
oneself, since the cognitive complexity of Playfulness requires interplay between multiple 
 ‘ƐĞůǀĞƐ ? ?ŽƌĨĂĐĞƚƐŽĨŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ?ĂƐ/ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶ2.4.  The processes and products of this 
                                                          
credibility to the practice.  People seem to feel that because there will be an end product (i.e. a film), as 
opposed to the fleeting ephemera of live performance, there is more reason to engage in totally afunctional, 
ludicrous activity. 
40 I mean this in a number of ways.  The planning and preparatory work, including the associated literature-
based research, form WĞƌƉůĞǆƉĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƉƌŝŵĂƌǇƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?dŚĞůŝǀĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝƐƚŚĞƐƚƌĂŶĚ ?ƐƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇƐƚĂŐĞ ?
The editing process is tertiary in the sense that raw footage requires work to turn it into a film; I film one 
continuous take which cannot capture the beginning of the interaction (see footnote 40), so the footage 
requires a certain degree of contextualisation at the very least.  It is also tertiary in the sense that the editing 
renders the practice accessible to those not present in the moment of its enaction.  In a way it packages the 
practice for consumption by translating my subjective experience of the interaction into a medium which 
allows it to be engaged with by others, thus rendering it accessible.  In a closely related sense, the editing is 
tertiary because it allows for the dissemination of the practice and its tactics.  A tertiary aim of the project 
overall is the wider development of a ludic ecology, which the edited video facilitates. 
41 dŚŝƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚĚƌĂǁƐŽŶDĞƌĐĞƌ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ŝŶƚƌĂŵĞŶƚĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐ
ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ “ŝŶƚĞƌŵĞŶƚĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚŽĐĐƵƌƐŝŶƐŽĐŝal interaction (2013: 148  W see also 3.6.1.3).  Also at 
ƉůĂǇŚĞƌĞŝƐ,ĞƌŵĂŶ ?<ĞŵƉĞŶ ? ?ǀĂŶ>ŽŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƚŚĞdialogic self, in which the self is not unitary and 
ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐƚŝĐďƵƚĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚĨƌŽŵĂ “ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĐŝƚǇŽĨĚŝĂůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŶŐƐĞůǀĞƐ ? and thus in constant flux 
 ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? ?dŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƚŚĞĚŝĂůŽŐŝĐƐĞůĨŝƐĂĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂŬŚƚŝŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ ? )tŚŝůƐƚ/
am bracketing out a full discussion of the nature of the self, the notion of thĞƐĞůĨĂƐĚŝĂůŽŐŝĐĂůĂŶĚ “ƐŽĐŝĂů ?ǁŝƚŚ
the other not outside but in the self-ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ŵĞƐŚĞƐŶĞĂƚůǇǁŝƚŚďŽƚŚĞŶĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ
the latter entails the co-determining of the self by the other (F&DJ, 2009: 477), and my Bateson-inspired 
ecological approach, since this views the individual mind as a dynamic subsystem of a the universal Mind 
ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ “ŝŵŵĂŶĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚƐŽĐŝĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵĂŶĚƉůĂŶĞƚĂƌǇĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?KƵƌ
conception of self could perhaps be regarded as operating like a centre of gravity (cf. Dennett, 2003).  
Intrasubjectivity also raises the possibility of amusing oneself, which would not be possible if the self were 
unitary and therefore incapable of interacting with itself. 
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documentation together drive the project forward whilst simultaneously affording both 
detailed analysis, as seen throughout this chapter, and dissemination of the PaR to 
audiences within the academy as well as far beyond via online platforms. 
 
5.4.2: Problematics of Documentation 
 
Before diving back into the videos, a note on the rationale behind them and the inherent 
problematics of PaR documentation.  The live practice of this strand is accessible only to 
those lucky enough to be spontaneously accosted by LudicrousPilgrim; any prior knowledge 
of the project will irrevocably bias the interaction, so it cannot be done to order.  
Additionally, as I suggested in the section above, interaction does not involve the 
individualistic formation and manipulation of detached representations.  As F&DJ 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞ ? “ ?W)ho each is within the interaction is already affected by the other ? ? ? ? ? ? P
476), since they form parts of the same system.  Because these points are fundamental to 
the operation of Perplexpedition, any quasi-objective observation of the live practice cannot 
offer a full understanding of it.  Perplexpedition is not a spectacle to be observed, it is an 
experience to be lived. 
 However, this presents an interesting yet common difficulty when it comes to the 
inescapable requirement for the documentation and archivability of PaR.  How to access the 
ŝŶĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞ ?KƵƚŽĨƚŚŝƐĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚǇĐŽŵĞƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŝĐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ PƚŚĞ
addition of a novel position and practice to the debate on PaR documentation.  By making 
documentation integral and internal to the practice, I argue that I produce documents which 
satisfy many needs: academic, artistic, and disseminatory.  Rather than chasing the 
impossibility of an objective document, I make observable my intrasubjective dialogue, 
thereby opening up my experience of the event for debate. 
The problematics of PaR documentation, especially in performance, are so common 
as to be almost endemic, leading to NeůƐŽŶ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ “ ? )ǇĂŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ
in the UK, ephemeral practice in the context of PaR PhD [sic] must be experienced live by 
ƚŚĞĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 105), thereby supposedly mitigating the problem.  In 
WĞƌƉůĞǆƉĞĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛcase, this problem would appear intractable following my assertion that 
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this strand cannot be experienced live by anyone with prior knowledge of the project, which 
ĂŶĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇŚĂƐ ?/ŶůŝŐŚƚŽĨƚŚŝƐ ?ĂŶĚďĞĂƌŝŶŐŝŶŵŝŶĚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŶŽ
documentation of pĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĐĂŶĚĞůŝǀĞƌ “completeness, neutrality, and accuracy ? ? ? ? ? ? P
87), I have embraced my subjective perspective.  Perplexpedition videos are intended to 
stand as artworks in their own right, combining documentation and analysis with ironic 
parody whilst embodying coherent visual and ludic(rousPilgrim) aesthetics.   
 
[In order to appreciate the difference made by the editing process, please now watch #10 
UNCUT42 then #1043 and compare the two]44 
 
5.4.3: Aesthetic and Narrative Continuity 
 
Although above I present these videos as artworks in their own right, I want to contest 
WŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?ƐĚŝĐƚƵŵƚŚĂƚWĂZĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇǀŝĚĞŽ ? “ŵƵƐƚŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ
to its own aesthetic and narrative logic.  In short, it must be approached as a separate art 
ǁŽƌŬ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?Ɛ/ŚĂǀĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ?ƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞǀŝĚĞŽƐŵĂƌŬƐƚŚĞ
tertiary stage for each episode of Perplexpedition (see footnote 41), yet there is no 
discontinuity between them and the rest of the practice; the fact that I frame the live 
                                                          
42 See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NBhDhbbBvWo (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary 
Trio UNCUT).   
43 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-legendary-trio/ (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary Trio).   
44 After Episode 4, I realised that the titles of the videos were a little unwieldy for an internet audience, so I 
ƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚ “ƉŝƐŽĚĞ ?ŝŶƚŚĞƚŝƚůĞǁŝƚŚ “ ? ? ?ƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌ ‘ŶƵŵďĞƌ ? ?dŚŝƐĨĂĐŝlitated the move, following #5, 
whereby I began to give each episode an actual name.  Thus, #5.5 is called The Big Show, which will make 
sense if you watch #5 followed by #5.5 (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\ ? ?ŽƵŶĐǇdŝŵĞ Q ? ? ? ?dŚĞŝŐ^ŚŽǁ ) ?
The method of naming is similar to that of sitcom episodes, providing an opportunity to add another layer of 
ludic aesthetic to the work.  Originally, I left the titles as they were, i.e. not uniform, so as to preserve the 
quality of what Freeman terms pentimento in my PaR, which refers to previous versions of a painting 
becoming perceptible as the paint more recently applied becomes translucent over time (2010: xii).  Since 
ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝƐĞǀĞƌǇďŝƚĂƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĂƐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŶWĂZ ?ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐŵŽƌĞƐŽ ?/ĨŝŶĚ&ƌĞĞŵĂŶ ?ƐĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
pentimento ĂǀĂůƵĂďůĞŽŶĞ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ “ŚĂůĨ-thoughts and potential changes of mind [are] exposed rather than 
ĞĚŝƚĞĚŽƵƚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ W see 7.1 for more discussion of pentimento).  However, I subsequently decided to 
retrospectively change all the video titles to make them uniform.  The reason for this is to make keeping track 
of, and engaging with, the video content as straight-forward as possible for readers of this chapter.  
I am aware that, strictly speaking, this footage is not quite uncut, since it features titles which top and tail it 
and is also a selection, i.e. an edit, of a longer piece of footage.  There is a sense in which I could not help 
myself adding the playful titles at the beginning and end, but I also think it is important for the project to 
possess a coherent aesthetic, since it has one foot in the art world, as I shall discuss. 
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ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂƐƚŚĞŵĂŬŝŶŐŽĨĂ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĨŝůŵ ?ĂƚƚĞƐƚƐƚŽƚŚŝƐ ?ƐĞĞfootnote 40).  I 
ĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚDĂǇ ?ƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŽƌŐĚŽƌĨĨ ? ? ? ?  ) ƚŚĂƚ “WĂZƚĂŬĞƐƉůĂĐĞĂƚ the 
ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƚǁŽƌůĚĂŶĚƚŚĞĂĐĂĚĞŵǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐĂƐƐĞƌƚƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇĨŽƌ
the work to speak to both.   
Consideration of the art world influenced the decision to create each video, and the 
project as a whole, according to specific aesthetics.  Visually, this is the use of the Century 
Gothic font across all digital and print media,45 with all text in monochrome.  Conceptually, 
ƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐŝƐŵǇĂůƚĞƌ-ego LudicrousPilgrim, whose presence is felt from each 
practical strand to their documentation, and from the website to this writing.46  The videos, 
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ĚŽŶŽƚ ‘ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ? ?dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůĂǇĞƌƐ ?
but they all exhibit the same essential aesthetic.  Similarly, the narrative I tell through the 
videos operates according to the same logic as that of my engagement in the moment; the 
ůŝǀĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?ƐůƵĚŝĐ ?ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ‘ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ ?ŝƐƚĞĂƐĞĚŽƵƚŽĨƚŚĞƌĂǁĨŽŽƚĂŐĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĞĚŝƚŝŶŐ ?/ƚŝƐ
precisely my unabashed adoption of a subjective attitude to documentation that enables 
ŵĞƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĂ “ƌĞƉĞĂƚĂďůĞĂŶĚƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďůĞƚƌĂĐĞ ? ?WŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ǁŚŝĐŚ ?
though necessarily different, is an honest portrayal that retains the character of the original.   
I am aware that my project is unusual, though I am not claiming unique, in that there 
is no performer/audience distinction.  Further, the wearing of a head-mounted GoPro 
camera would not be suitable for every instance of PaR.  Yet, I argue that the principle of 
seeking ways to integrate documentation into the making of the work whilst preserving 
ĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐĂŶĚŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŝƚǇǁŝƚŚŝƚĐĂŶǇŝĞůĚƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞƉĞĂƚĂďůĞĂŶĚƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďůĞƚƌĂĐĞ ?
which Piccini & Rye deem the false promise of PaR documentation. 
 
  
                                                          
45 You may have noticed that this visual aesthetic (i.e. Century Gothic) extends to the headings, but not the 
main body, of this writing.  This is because Century Gothic can become tiring to read for extensive periods 
of time.  Although the website font is also not Century Gothic, it was actually the website font which 
inspired my choice of Century Gothic for the rest of the project, as it is as close as I could get to the website 
ĨŽŶƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐĂŵĞƐĞƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ ‘ƚŚĞŵĞ ?ƚŚĂƚ/ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚ/ĚŽŶŽƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞĞǆƉĞrtise to change). 
46 Admittedly, in this writing the tension between aesthetic play(fulness) and academic acceptability often 
ƐǁŝŶŐƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝƚŝƐƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇƚŚŝƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐǁŚŝĐŚƐĞĐƵƌĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐĨŽŽƚŝŶŐ ?ƐŽ
I propose that this weighting is justified. 
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5.4.4: Analysis  
 
Another function of the videos, as previously mentioned, is analysis of the interaction.  The 
editing process is simultaneously an analytical process, which, in turn, affords further 
analysis.  I now explore how the editing process teases out the performance qualities and 
affective experiences of both perficipants and perfilitator, as well as passing judgement on 
the execution of my role. 
 
[Please now watch #10CSV,47 pausing at (1)] 
 
5.4.4.1: Balancing Act 
 
 
                                                          
47 See https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TUdF17TPdHM (PML\Perplexpedition Videos\#10 The Legendary 
Trio CASE STUDY VERSION).   
Fig.28: Female perficipant asks a question. 
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The female perficipant asks a reasonable question relating to the practicalities of the 
activity, yet I answer via half a sentence, a thumbs up, and a subconscious shake of the 
head.  As the Editor points out (00:31), this is something I did not notice until having viewed 
this section of footage many, many times.  The Editor was not intentionally seeking the 
subconscious processes of my perfilitation.  He picked it up because I endeavour to remain 
constantly alive to the potential of the footage while editing, using the interplay between 
my affective and cognitive engagement in the moment and my similar engagement in the 
editing process to conduct a close viewing that is simultaneously ludic, artistic, and 
analytical.  In both cases, I characterise this as awareness-of-self-within-process, an 
attribute of Playfulness (see 2.4). 
This interplay produces a kind of diachronic, intrasubjective participatory sense-
making.  In other words, I interact with myself across time in order to better understand the 
interaction of which I was part.  I do my best not to actively seek play(fulness), nor to 
consciously analyse, instead allowing the aforementioned interplay to produce impulses to 
interact with the footage and following these when they arise.  In this instance, I replay my 
response to the perĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŽƌĞĐƌĞĂƚĞƚŚĞĚŽƵďůĞ-take I did during editing as I 
realised the multi-modal, yet inchoate, nature of my response. 
 In this, I appear to have embodied the balancing act between giving sufficient 
information that the perficipant feels confident enough to take the plunge, and leaving the 
outcome open enough to preserve their agency and, therefore, creativity as a performer.  
Too little information and the risk, inherent in both play (Huizinga, 1970: 29) and live 
performance (Bailes, 2011: 98), appears too great.  Too much information and the 
performance is predetermined to such an extent that the perficipant is robbed of almost all 
creativity.  This balance must be struck with regard to the content as well as the 
practicalities of the perĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ƉƌĞĨĞƌŶŽƚƚŽĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐĂƐŐĂŵĞƐ ?ƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚ^ƵŝƚƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇ
ŽĨƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀĞďĂůĂŶĐŝŶŐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŝŐŚƚŶĞƐƐĂŶĚůĂǆŝƚǇŝŶŐĂŵĞƐ ?ƌƵůĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚĂůƐŽǁŝƚŚ




5.4.4.2: Ludic Naïvety 
 




Here I am playing on the intrasubjective quality of being both in the video and commenting 
ƵƉŽŶŝƚ ‘ĨƌŽŵŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ?ƚŽĂĚŽƉt a naïve perspective similar to that of a first-time viewer.  
This perspective is obviously a playful conceit; the Editor is feigning surprise that two of the 
perficipants have made their choices from The Ludic Menu48 because I/he know(s) that this 
                                                          
48 The Ludic Menu was developed with feedback in mind from two performances of the same research 
presentation (see A5.1 for the menu itself).  The presentation featured a showing of #3 (featured in 5.3 W5.3.8 
above) and was given to the Applied and Social Theatre working group at the TaPRA 2015 conference and to 
colleagues at the University of Kent that October.  On both occasions, the potentially exclusive nature of the 
activity within #3 (jumping over a bollard) was discussed with regard to my desire to engage as wide a range of 
people as possible.  Although other iterations of Perplexpedition and both other practical strands of the project 
involve less strenuous activity, I took this feedback as an impetus and opportunity to develop Perplexpedition 
further.  I developed The Ludic Menu through a combination of reflection upon my experiences of the practice 
so far, drawing together tactics ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂĚǁŽƌŬĞĚǁĞůůŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨŝĞůĚƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ ?ŶĞǁŝĚĞĂƐ ?  These field 
Fig.29: The Editor feigns ignorance. 
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occurred before I began recording.  I could have imparted the missing information in 
matter-of-fact terms, but I want the viewer to actively engage with the videos, and use the 
managed ambiguity of the naïve perspective to pursue this.  Managed ambiguity, as I 
mentioned earlier, is also central to the balancing of information versus agency. 
 
5.4.4.3: Ludicrous (editing) Speed49 
 
Another means by which I seek to actively engage the viewer and create a semblance of the 
ůŝǀĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇŶĂƚƵƌĞŝƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚthe editing speed.  All titles are timed at the 
speed of ordinary conversation so that considerable attention is required to read them 
before the video moves on.  There is also a sense in which the experience of watching video 
is more passive than that of reading text, so the switching between stark, white-on-black 
titles, high-definition video, and titles over the video aims to ensure that passivity cannot set 
in.  For example, in one 12-second section we will shortly see (from 01:05 to 01:17) there 
are four video edits (with one clip slowed down by 50%), two full-screen titles, and four 
over-video titles, leading to a dense visual experience which, I argue, demands a high level 
of engagement.50   
 
  
                                                          
tests produced a number of episodes; however, I have chosen #10 for inclusion here because it features three 
dishes within one episode and both manifests and facilitates a significant amount of analysis.   
The Menu offers a range of ludic activities designed to cater for differing tendencies between individuals.   
Moreover, the element of choice allows for increased perficipant agency.  Once developed, I had the 
opportunity to travel to Chester and so tested out The Menu in alien territory.  Hitherto, I had always 
performed Perplexpedition in locations familiar to me: St Albans, Canterbury, and North-East London. 
As you can see from #10, it was successful.  Interestingly, three of the above four locations are cathedral cities.  
However, I do not intend to attempt falsifiable hypotheses with regard to the ludic nature of cathedral cities 
because it is not possible (or certainly unfeasible within the context of this project) to isolate the presence of a 
cathedral as an independent variable when it comes to ludic behaviour in a particular urban location. 
49 If yoƵŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚƐĞĞŶƚŚĞĨŝůŵSpaceballs (1987), you are unlikely to get this reference.  You should definitely 
ǁĂƚĐŚŝƚŝĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂŐƌĞĂƚĨŝůŵ ?zŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚ ďŝƚ/ ?ŵƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŚĞƌĞ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ygE01sOhzz0. 
50 I argue that the participatory aspect of Perplexpedition videos contributes to a productive problematisation 
ŽĨDĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )ŚŽƚ ?ĐŽůĚŵĞĚŝĂƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?see A5.2).
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5.4.4.4: Ludicrous Slow-mo & Affective Atmospheres 
 




For highlighting particularly important moments and viewing them in detail, the ability 
ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚďǇĞĚŝƚŝŶŐƐŽĨƚǁĂƌĞƚŽƐůŽǁĚŽǁŶĂĐƚŝŽŶŝƐǀĞƌǇƵƐĞĨƵů ?tŚĞŶ/ĂƐŬƚŚĞŐƌŽƵƉ “ǁŚŽ
ǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞƚŽŐŽ QĨŝƌƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ?8), my utterance is an indirect speech act in broadly the way 
that John Searle defines the concept, i.e. there is a duality of meaning (1975: 59 W60).  In 
asking the question, I am also (indirectly) giving an instruction.  A totally direct way of 
progressinŐƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƚŽƐĂǇ “ ?E )ŽǁŽŶĞŽĨǇŽƵŵƵƐƚĞŶĂĐƚǇŽƵƌ
ĐŚŽŝĐĞĨƌŽŵdŚĞDĞŶƵ ?ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌ ?Žƌ/ǁŝůůĐŚŽŽƐĞ ? ?ďƵƚƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶ
in keeping with the ludic nature of the interaction (unless, perhaps, I put on a silly voice).   
Nonetheless, the inference from my question is clear and instantly changes the 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛaffective atmosphere ?ǁŚŝĐŚŶĚĞƌƐŽŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐ “spatially discharged 
Fig.30: Reality dawns on The Trio. 
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affective qualities that are autonomous from the bodies that they emerge from, enable and 
perish with ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?Ǉ ‘ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵŽƵƐ ? ?ĂƐǁĞƐĂǁŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ĂďŽǀĞ ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚ
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞƐ “ĞǆĐĞĞĚƚŚĂƚĨƌŽŵǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇĞŵĂŶĂƚĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞƐĐĂŶďĞ
perceived and felt by those not directly involved in their co-constitution.  I argue this is true 
of the shift in affective atmosphere at this point in the video.  My utterance crystallises the 
situation, the shift becoming perceptible, if not palpable, to viewers as well as interactors.  
&ŽƌŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? “ ?A)tmospheres are a kind of indeterminate affective  ‘ĞǆĐĞƐƐ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚ
intensive space Wtimes can be created ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĞǆĐĞƐƐƚƌŝŐŐĞƌĞĚ
by my question does indeed create intensity.51   
The shift from ludic to apprehensive  W or, rather, the layering of the two  W is 
perceptible in the way that the body language and facial expression of each perficipant 
changes at almost exactly the same time.  To foreground this further, I matched the point at 
which the footage slows as accurately as possible to the point at which I perceived this shift.  
Drawing also on my affective memory of the event, I feel I was able to achieve sufficient 
accuracy.  The concept of affective atmospheres allows for the communication52 of a 
ƐĞŵďůĂŶĐĞŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐǀŝĂƚhe medium of digital practice, which 
further supports my argument that my documentary methods can afford access to the 
inaccessible through multi-modal continuity with the live practice. 
 
5.4.6: Productive Mistakes & Perficipant Creation Technique 2 
 
[Please recommence #10CSV, pausing at (4)] 
 
tŝƚŚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞĐƵƚŝǀĞƚŝƚůĞƐ “ŽŚĚĞĂƌ ?Dƌ ?WŝůŐƌŝŵ ? ? “ƉŽŽƌĨŽƌŵ ? ? “ǇŽƵŵƵƐƚŶ ?ƚĨŽƌŐĞƚƚŚĞ
ĂŶŽŶǇŵŝƚǇĚĞǀŝĐĞ ? ?/ĂŵĂůůƵĚŝŶŐƚŽĂ ‘ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞ ?ƚŚĂƚ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵŵĂĚĞŝŶŶŽƚŝŶĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ
the perficipants at the outset that they should adopt a pseudonym.  Throughout the videos, 
I consistently comment upon my perfilitation in ironic and parodic fashion, undercutting any 
                                                          
51 &ŽƌĂŶĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌŝĐƐŚŝĨƚŽĨƉĞƌŚĂƉƐǇĞƚŐƌĞĂƚĞƌŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇ ?ƐĞĞƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŬĞDĂŶŝŶDĂƌŬ ?Ɛ
Everyday Adventure Playground (02:46  W 03:32). 
52 To be understood in the constructivist sense, rather than as the transmission of information. 
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status I may be perceived to have by virtue of being Perplexpedition ?Ɛ author and chief 
architect.53  PerficiƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĚŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂĐĐŽƌĚƐǁŝƚŚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
ethics,54 but operates in similar fashion to the tactic of asking perficipants to retrace their 
steps that we saw in #1&2, in that it implicitly frames the interaction as a performance.  I 
pƵƚƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞ ?ŝŶŝŶǀĞƌƚĞĚĐŽŵŵĂƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďůĞ
ĨůŽǁŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?& ?: ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞ ‘ŵŝƐƉůĂĐ ŵĞŶƚ ?ŽĨƚŚŝƐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂĚƐƚŽĂ
unique piece of ludic performance between the female perficipant and myself, which would 
almost certainly not have happened had LudicrousPilgrim given the information as the 
interaction began.   
This points to a significant attraction of this kind of work for the professional 
ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌ PǁŚĂƚ/ĐĂůůƚŚĞ “ďĞĂƵƚǇĂŶĚƌŝƐŬ ?ŽĨ ?WƐƚƌeet interventions.  Their 
indeterminacy and unpredictability mean that perficipant and perfilitator participate in the 
 “emergence and transformation of intentions, affects and understandings ? ?& ?: ? ? ? ? ? P
482), which can lead to some memorable moments as wĞůůĂƐŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐŚŽǁŽŶĞ ?ƐĂŐĞŶĐǇ
is always-ĂůƌĞĂĚǇĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŝŶĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶĐǇ ?WĞƌŚĂƉƐ/ ?ǀĞďƵŝůƚŝƚƵƉƚŽŽŵƵĐŚ
ŶŽǁ ?ďƵƚůĞƚ ?ƐƚĂŬĞĂůŽŽŬ P 
 
[Please recommence watching #10CSV, pausing at (5)] 
 
  
                                                          
53 I may be the chief architect, but each episode of Perplexpedition is built collectively between myself and 
perficipants.  We are the happy navvies of our own ludic experience. 
54 EŽƚǁŝƚŚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨĂĐĞƐĂƌĞǀŝƐŝďůĞĂŶĚĐůĞĂƌůǇƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĂďůĞŝŶƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽ Q 
ƚŽŶĞƉŽŝŶƚĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂƉƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞŝƚǁĂƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ/ƉŝǆĞůĂƚĞŽƵƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨĂĐĞƐ ?
Luckily, I was able to make a satisfactory case for not doing this, grounded on the fact that I would not be 
filming anǇŽŶĞǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĂƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐǁŽƵůĚďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐǁĞďƐŝƚĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ ?
and that they would be informed that the website contains the Participant Information, including their right to 
withdraw.  Although I was tempted to, I did not make the point that my video documentation would 
ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇďĞŶƵůůĂŶĚǀŽŝĚ ?ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨďŽƚŚŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĂŶĚĂƌĐŚŝǀĂůǀĂůƵĞ ?ǁĞƌĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨĂĐĞƐƚŽďĞ
ƉŝǆĞůĂƚĞĚ ?ƐŝŶĐĞĂŶǇĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƐƉĞĐƚƐǁŽƵůĚďĞƐĞǀĞƌĞůǇŝŵƉŽǀĞƌŝƐŚĞĚ ?Bolt & Vincs 
argue that resistance to university ethics procedures persists in the PaR community, with this attitude being 
attributable primarily to supervisors (2015: 1304 W1305).  Whilst my experience has been quite the opposite, 
and while I am a strong advocate of robust ethical oversight in all research, I can understand the resistance 
given my experience of applying for ethical approval.  I suggest that extensive dialogue and mutual learning is 
necessary to produce ethics procedures which appropriately address the requirements of PaR projects. 
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^Ž ?>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐWŝůŐƌŝŵ ?Ɛ ‘ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞ ?ůĞĂĚƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŶƚŽƚŚŝƐƉŝĞĐĞŽĨĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝŵƉƌŽǀŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ
between himself and David Attenborough.  This interaction is an example of a second 
balancing act to be negotiated, which is ever-present when perfilitating but by no means 
ƵŶŝƋƵĞƚŽŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ PƚŽŵŽǀĞƚŚŝŶŐƐĨŽƌǁĂƌĚǁŚŝůƐƚƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŐĞŶĐǇ ?/ĨƚŚĞ
interaction drags or the energy dips then the experience is likely to become awkward and 
the confidence of both perficipants and perfilitator(s) is likely to wane, so forward 
momentum is key.  On the other hand, if the perfilitator(s) keeps too tight a grip on the 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƚŚĞŶƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐŝƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
ůŝŵŝƚƐƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?ƐǀĂůƵĞĂƐĂƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌy artwork, as well as shifting the interaction away 
from mutual and towards unidirectional incorporation.  This tension also resonates with 
^ƵŝƚƐ ?ƉŽŝŶƚĂďŽƵƚŬĞĞƉŝŶŐďĂůĂŶĐĞĚƚŚĞ tightness and laxity of game-rules (1978: 30).  Both 
these balancing acts  W the one outlined earlier relating to the imparting of information, and 
this one concerned with momentum and energy within the interaction  W are constitutive of 




my notion of perfilitation.  In each case, both sides are necessary for an effective and 
valuable instance of Perplexpedition, yet neither can be allowed to dominate. 
 I think I do reasonably well here.  I instigate the improvisation,55 which I highlight 
ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƚŝƚůĞ “ ?d )ŝŵĞƚŽŐĞƚŝŶƚŽĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ
responds as David Attenborough.  I comment positively on her admirable performance 
ƌĞĨůĞǆĞƐ P “ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚŝŶǁŝƚŚŽƵƚŵŝƐƐŝŶŐĂďĞĂƚ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŬŝŶĚŽĨƐĞĂŵůĞƐƐ ?ŽǀĞƌůĂƉƉŝŶŐ
interaction, from the perficipant reminding me that she is David Attenborough, to me 
thanking the David-perficipant for his/her attendance, and David responding, is another 
example of mutual incorporation, participatory sense-making, and the interaction process 
itself becoming the source of intentionality for those involved.  Each of us is decentred and 
performed by the structure.  Once the improvisation has gathered momentum, I then 
manage to shut up56  ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝǀĞĞǆĐůĂŵĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ĞǆĂĐƚůǇ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )
ĂŶĚĂǀŝĚĐŽŵĞƐŽƵƚǁŝƚŚ “ĂďĞĂƵƚŝĨƵůďŝƚŽĨƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ-ďĂƐĞĚƐĂƚŝƌĞ ? ? ? ? P11), as 
adjudged by the Editor. 
 
5.5: Further Documentation Issues 
 
Ɛ/ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚĂƚƚŚĞďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐŽĨ ? ? ?ĂďŽǀĞ ?/ŶŽǁŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŽŶWĂZ
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚŝƚǁŝƚŚWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚĞĂƌůŝĞƌ ?ƐŽĂƐƚŽ
establish the originality of my own approach, which negotiates a path between the two.  My 
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚďĞĂƌƐƐŽŵĞƌĞƐĞŵďůĂŶĐĞƚŽ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ‘ĚĞŶƐĞůŝŶĞĂƌǀŝĚĞŽ ?ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞ
for PaR.57  Both require attentive viewing and, in the way that academic articles often 
benefit from being re-read, both benefit from being re-viewed, since in both cases the 
                                                          
55 I do this by performing the indeterminate role of a person who has, by some unknown means and for some 
unknown reason, succeeded in getting David Attenborough to give a commentary on the flora and fauna of 
central Chester.  It is imperative that a perfilitator both performs alongside the perficipants and facilitates the 
overall interaction (hence the name perfilitator).  By inhabiting the performance myself, as opposed to giving 
direct instructions from outside suĐŚĂƐ “ŶŽǁǇŽƵŶĞĞĚƚŽŐĞƚŝŶƚŽĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌĂƐĂǀŝĚƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ ?ǁŚĂƚ
ǁŽƵůĚĂǀŝĚƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚĚŽŝŶƚŚŝƐƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?/ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƚŽƉĞƌĨŽƌŵǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ
about what they are doing, thereby minimising the attendant possibility of the perficipant becoming self-
conscious. 
56 tŚŝĐŚŝƐďǇĨĂƌƚŚĞŵŽƐƚŶŽƚĞǁŽƌƚŚǇĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚŝƐĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?/ ?ŵƐƵƌĞǇŽƵ ?ůůĂŐƌĞĞ ? 
57 zŽƵĐĂŶƐĞĞĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐĚĞŶƐĞůŝŶĞĂƌǀŝĚĞŽŚĞƌĞ Phttps://vimeo.com/139318307, so as to compare 
and contrast the two approaches. 
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density makes it likely that the re-viewer will notice aspects or elements of the video that 
ĞƐĐĂƉĞĚŚĞƌŽŶĨŝƌƐƚǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ ?ƐƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐůǇŶŽƚĞĚ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƵŶůŝŬĞ^ƉĂƚǌ ?s media works, my 
videos are not designed as standalone academic documents, but rather as artworks in their 
own right. 
 
[Please now recommence #10CSV and watch until the end, noticing anything you see this 
time that you did not catch when watching #1058] 
 
5.5.1: Problematics of Documentation 2 
 
Spatz also opposes the anti-documentation position I critiqued with regard to Piccini & Rye 
earlier.  For Spatz, the  “ƌĞƉĞĂƚĂďůĞĂŶĚƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďůĞƚƌĂĐĞ ? ?WŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ? ? ? ?P ? ? ) ?Žƌ
 “ƐƚĂďůĞ ?ƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƐƐŝďůĞ ?ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ? ? (Spatz, 2015: 235) in his words, is fundamental for 
ƐĞĐƵƌŝŶŐWĂZ ?ƐĨƵůůĂĐĐĞƉƚĂŶĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ ?dŚŝƐ ?^ƉĂƚǌĂƌŐƵĞƐ ?ŝƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ
with archival material is constitutive of academic knowledge production (ibid: 236).59  In the 
brave new world of the PaRchive, it is online databases, such as YouTube, that he sees as 
offering the greatest potential (ibid: 245); the exact arena to which my videos have been 
tailored and uploaded.  In addition to providing faster access to a much larger repertoire of 
material than a DVD, online platforms allow for far easier navigation backwards and 
forwards through a video, which facilitates re-viewing and jumping to specific sections in 
dense video documents such as mine. 
It is a truism that no form of documentation, not being the event itself, can ever 
encompass PaR in its entirety.  Furthermore, as Spatz points out, the impossibility of total 
capture applies to all practices;60 ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ? “ ?d )ŽĞǆĂůƚĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĂƐ ‘ĨůĞĞŝŶŐ ?
                                                          
58 #10CSV and #10 are identical from this point onwards.  The only difference between the earlier portion of 
the videos is that #10CSV has numbered gaps to facilitate pausing at the appropriate moment. 
59 Although, Spatz does also note that scholarship is not purely archival, since education (and I would add 
conferences etc. to this) depends upon embodied encounters (2015: 236), and since education is essential for 
the maintenance and progress of scholarship.  However, the rise of online-only courses in some disciplines is 
challenging this (though thankfully not in drama and performance!). 
60 It is also the case that traditional academic study is a practice (Candlin, 2000) which its documentation, i.e. 




ĚŝƐŵŝƐƐŝǀĞƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝŶŐĞŶĞƌĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ZĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚ
evades documentation, by producing archivable multimedia documents Spatz sees in PaR an 
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽ “ ?ƌĂĚŝĐĂůůǇ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵ ?ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĂ QƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂŶĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞůŽŐŝĐŽĨ
ƐĐŚŽůĂƌůǇĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇŝƚƐĞůĨ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚďĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚďǇĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐ
peer review and citation protocols to these multimedia documents.   
As Spatz acknowledges (ibid: 226 W234), this brings him into conflict with many 
ƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŽŶWĂZ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚWĂZ ?Ɛ “ĚŝƐůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ
ŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ) ?&Žƌ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚďǇWĂZŝƐůŽĐĂƚĞĚ
primarily in transmissible new technique, all else being of secondary concern (2015: 233).  
Whilst I agree with his critique of the exaltation of ephemerality and his advocation of 
ŵƵůƚŝŵĞĚŝĂ ?/ĨŝŶĚ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĐĞĚŽŐŵĂƚŝĐŽǀĞƌĂůů ?^ƉĂƚǌĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞƐEĞůƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ
ĨŽƌďĞŝŶŐ “ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǇĞƚ/ĚĞĞŵ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐƚŚĞŵŽƌĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ?61  In 
defining PaR in terms of new technique, Spatz renders the term overly narrow.  For 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?EĞůƐŽŶĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ:ŽŚŶ/ƌǀŝŶŐ ?ƐWĂZŝŶƚŽDŽǌĂƌƚ ?ƐŵƵƐŝĐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉůĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĞ,ĂƐƐ
clavicŚŽƌĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŵƵƐŝĐ ?ƐŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ? ? ?  P ? ? ) ?ǇĞƚĂƌŐƵĂďůǇŶŽŶĞǁ
technique was created.62 
^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐĞĂƚƐWĂZĨŝƌŵůǇǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂĐĂĚĞŵǇ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ/ƉůĂĐĞŵǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƚ
the intersection of academia and the art world, as previously discussed.  Therefore, as I 
hope to have shown, my work challenges the notion that performance implicitly evades 
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƚƌŝŬŝŶŐĂďĂůĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞĂƌƚǁŽƌŬŵŽĚĞůĂŶĚ
ƚŚĂƚŽĨ^ƉĂƚǌ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐďƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ new ground.  My videos 
preserve the ludic aesthetic of the performance whilst taking an analytical stance, which 
facilitates the full-blown analysis of this complementary writing.  Thus, I present these 
                                                          
producing this writing, since it is not possible to include all the research one does, nor articulate every thought 
one has relating to the research, within the finished product.   
It is also the case that the notion of total capture of traditional academic study through writing is predicated 
ŽŶĂĐŽŵƉƵƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůůŝŶŐƵŝƐƚŝĐƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƐƚĂŶĐĞĚĞŶŝĞƐ ?ƐĂƚĞƐŽŶŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ?
 “ŶŽŵĞƌĞǁŽƌĚƐĞǆŝƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ďǇǁŚŝĐŚŚĞŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƌĚƐĂƌĞŶŽƚŝŶĞƌƚ ?ƵŶĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐƐǇŵďŽůƐ ?ďƵƚĂƌĞ
mutable, context-dependent communicative media through which meaning is negotiated. 
61 Spatz means limited in terms of epistemic value, rather than scope (he accusĞƐEĞůƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽWĂZŽĨ
being too broad  W  ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ďƵƚ/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚǁŽƵƐĂŐĞƐĂƌĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚŚĞƌĞ ?&ŽƌŵĞ ?ŽŶĞŽĨWĂZ ?ƐŵŽƐƚ
valuable aspects is the variety of epistemic forms it can produce. 
62 /ƚŝƐƉĞƌĨĞĐƚůǇƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŚĂƚ/ƌǀŝŶŐ ?ƐWĂZŵĂǇůĞĂĚƚŽŶĞǁƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞĨŽƌƉůĂǇŝŶŐDŽǌĂƌƚ ?ƐŵƵƐŝĐŽŶŽƚŚĞƌ
instruments, yet this would be an application, not an output ?ŽĨ/ƌǀŝŶŐ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ? 
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/ŶƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ/ŚĂǀĞĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĚƚǁŽĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬŶŽǁ-how, both of which 
are particularly important given Perplexpedition ?Ɛ place as the chonological and 
developmental origin of The Ludic Triangle.  Firstly, I discussed the initial tactics I devised for 
turning potential participants into perficipants (5.2.1  W 5.2.2), later explaining how this 
developed (5.4.6).  This first tactic, the simple act of reapproaching LudicrousPilgrim as if 
ŚĂǀŝŶŐŶŽƚŵĞƚŚŝŵ ?ŝŶƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚĞƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞǇƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶĚŝĐŝƚĂǀĞůǇ
themselves and perform a subjunctive version of themselves simultaneously; both modes 
co-constitute the reality of the situation.  Crucially, by articulating this know-how I 
ĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞůǇĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞǀĞĂůƐƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŶĞƐƐŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
definition of play as metacommunication.  The second element of know-how relates to the 
integration of documentation into Perplexpedition ?Ɛ structure.  I treated this requirement 
ŶŽƚĂƐĂ “ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ?ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐĂůƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚĂƐĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƉĂƌƚŽĨ ?ŵǇ ?ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ ?ĂŶĚ
ĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐ ?ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇ ? ?ƚŽƉůĂǇĨƵůůǇbastardise Spatz, 2015: 242).  For this reason, I 
characterise Perplexpedition videos as digital practice.   
I have also analysed the interactions that constitute Perplexpedition ?ĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐ& ?: ?Ɛ
(2009) concept of enactive intersubjectivity in order to interpret the underlying mechanisms 
at work and integrate this analysis into my ludic-ecological conceptual framework.  I have 
mentioned subjunctivity above; moreover, in section 5.3.3, I argued that Perplexpedition 
evidences play(fulness)-as-affective-atmosphere, by demonstrating the affective excess of 
the interaction.  Throughout the chapter, I have reflected on my role as perfilitator.  In 
sections 5.3.4 & 5.3.6, I discussed the influence of my personal history on my perfilitation, 
developing a theme from Chapter 3. 
In the latter half of this chapter, I focused on documentation explicitly.  I discussed 
issues common to practice research documentation, such as archivability and the relation 
between live practice and its documentation.  I positioned Perplexpedition in relation to, 
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ĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚ ?ďŽƚŚWŝĐĐŝŶŝ ?ZǇĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ^ƉĂƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ?
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐŵǇĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂƐĂŶŽǀĞůĂŶĚǀĂůƵĂďůĞƚŚŝƌĚǁĂǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞ
ĂƌƚǁŽƌŬŵŽĚĞůĂŶĚƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ƐŵŽĚĞůŽĨĂƐƚĂŶĚĂůŽŶĞĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ůƐŽŝŶƚŚĞ
latter half, I demonstrated how the editing process employs a kind of organic analysis of the 
practical and affective processes at work in Perplexpedition, explaining that this organic 
analysis largely comes about through my exploitation of intrasubjectivity.  The editing teases 
out the two key balancing acts of information vs ambiguity (5.4.4.1) and maintaining 
momentum of the interaction vs letting perficipants lead (5.4.6.1), both of which are 
important factors in my role as perfilitator.  The editing also explores my (playful) 
relationship to the viewer (5.4.4.2) and reveals shifts in the affective atmosphere (Anderson, 
2009) of the interaction (5.4.4.4).  Furthermore, the video documentation used throughout 
ŚĂƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ>ĂǀĞƌǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐůĂŝŵƚŚĂƚƉĞƌŝƉĂƚĞƚŝĐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĐŽƌƉŽƌĞĂůĂŶĚ
affective engagement, whilst affording the creative reappropriation of public space.   
I have focused on the relations between the things involved in Perplexpedition 
(affective atmospheres, aesthetic continuity, ludic naïvety, etc.) rather than the things 
themselves (people, cameras, bollards, etc.).  Through this, I have endeavoured to show that 
Perplexpedition constitutes a strictly holistic ecological system, which is necessarily 
irreducible to its parts, impervious to unliateral control, and which exemplifies these 
properties that are common to all ecological systems.  Consequently, I argue that 
Perplexpedition ?ĂŶĚdŚĞdƌŝĂŶŐůĞĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ ?ĂĨĨŽƌĚƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞǁĂǇ
in which they are always-already  “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ? (Kershaw, 2015: 115) their ecologies, since 
the unpredictability of play(fulness) demands a heightened form of the rebalancing and 
negotiation that ecological existence constantly requires.  (I developed this element of my 
play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon argument in 4.3.1.)  This apprehension is 
primarily affective, rather than rational, but nonetheless makes possible a recalibration of 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ŽǁŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ
inflection.  In the next chapter, I will explore how Wandercast ?ƐƌĞŵŽƚĞƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚion 
potentially extends these effectivities of peripatetic performance far beyond the reach of a 
single perfilitator and will explore the implications for perceptual processes in particular.
 186 
 
Chapter 6: Wandercast Case 
Study1 
 
6.1: Introduction  
 
Wandercast ŝƐƌŽůůŝŶ ? 
ŶĚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐĨůŽǁŝŶ ? 
tĞ ?ƌĞŐŽŝŶ ?ŽŶĂǁĂŶĚĞƌ 
To check out over yonder 
 
So begins Wandercast, my (un)imaginatively titled podcast that invites listeners to take it on 
a wander.  This podcast series is the second of the three practical strands to my PaR and the 
subject of this case study.  Wandercast employs the portability and aural intimacy of the 
podcast form to invite perficipants into ludic interactions with an environment of their 
choosing at a time convenient to them.  The singular experience of the performances is 
ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐĞĚƚŽ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌŵŽĚĞƐƚůǇ )ƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚƚŚĂƚ
environment in the moment and beyond, hopefully contributing to the development of a 
ludic disposition that might lead perficipants to apply those insights also to other 
environments.  The podcast is here harnessed simultaneously as both a mode of 
participatory performance and a knowledge-producing research tool.  As perficipants 
experience Wandercast in my absence, I employed an online feedback questionnaire to 
ŐĂƚŚĞƌƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?dŚĞƐĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐĨĞĞĚ
into my analysis of Wandercast ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ? 
 The element of know-how that I articulate as know-what in this chapter is how to 
create a sense that I, the perfilitator, am present with the perficipant in the moment of their 
Wandercast performance despite my being physically absent at the time.  This feeling of co-
                                                          
1 Before reading this chapter, I invite you to undertake a Wandercast (or more than one) for yourself, as there 
are significant aspects of any fundamentally embodied, kinetic experience which cannot be put into words.  
You will find more details and download information here http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/wandercast-2/ 
(PML\Wandercast Episodes). 
N.b. I employ a largely formal tone in this chapter so as to echo the remote nature of Wandercast perfilitation. 
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presence is incredibly important, as we will see, because it generates a sense of interactivity 
for perficipants.  Recalling my argument, developed in Chapters 2 and 4, that the 
subjunctive and indicative co-constitute reality with equivalence, it follows that Wandercast 
is indeed interactive to a certain extent despite the temporo-spatial remoteness of the 
perficipant-perfilitator relationship. 
 In Chapter 4, I argued that my Ludic Triangle of practice invites perficipants to attend 
to ludic affordances, which are extrinsically afunctional, and that doing so foregrounds the 
way in which we perceive any and all affordances by pulling them from the incalculable 
multitude.  (This is structurally similar, or homologous, to my argument in Chapter 5 above 
relating to the strictly holistic nature of ecological systems; in both cases, I am arguing that 
the particularities of The Triangle exemplify  W and thereby afford apprehension of  W 
ecological universals.)  As I noted in the Roadmap, at 1.6.4, this element of my play(fulness)-
as-philosophical-phenomenon argument parallels the phenomenological thesis that 
perception is the active co-constitution of the woƌůĚ ?WŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇ ?ŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞƐ
ƌĞĂĐŚŽƵƚƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂŶĚƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚďĞĐŬŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞƐ ?KĨŵǇƚŚƌĞĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂů
strands, Wandercast pursues and evidences this element of my philosophical argument 
most clearly, so I further integrate phenomenology into my conceptual framework in this 
chapter in order to demonstrate the perceptual implications of my practice. 
Each episode focuses on a particular modality of ludic environmental interaction.  
After an introductory first episode (Ep.1), which seekƐƚŽĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚƚŚĞƉŽĚĐĂƐƚ ?ƐĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐ ?
its format, and detail its rules of engagement,2 the second, Headphone Adventure 
Playground (Ep.2), targets physical play,3 and the third, ƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ ?Ɛ/ŵĂŐŝŶĂƌŝƵŵ(Ep.3), 
foregrounds ludic imagination.4  A fourth, seeking to instigate social ludicality, would have 
                                                          
2 Ep.1 is largely improvised, featuring a main, field-recorded monologue and often self-deprecating, studio-
recorded interjections over pre-recorded soundscapes (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/welcome-to-the-world-
of-wandercast/ or PML\Wandercast Episodes\Ep.1 Welcome to the World of Wandercast). 
3 Headphone Adventure Playground is more or less self-explanatory.  I guide perficipants through various 
tactics for ludic environmental interaction whilst conducting those same tactics myself and recording my 
endeavours.  The tactics have ůƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐŶĂŵĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘dŚĞ<Ğƌď-,ŽƉ ?ĂŶĚ ‘dŚĞ^ǁŝŶŐ-<ŝŶŐ ? ?Ep.2 is also 
largely improvised in the field, with non-soundscaped ŝŶƚĞƌũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĨƌŽŵŵĞ ‘ŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƵĚŝŽ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŐŝǀĞĞǆƚƌĂ
information and context.  Sections of field recording with no monologue give perficipants time to try out the 
tactics (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/headphone-adventure-playground/ or PML\Wandercast Episodes\Ep.2 
Headphone Adventure Playground). 
4 In ƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ ?Ɛ/ŵĂŐŝŶĂƌŝƵŵ, I accompany perficipants on a journey through three environments within 
ĂǀŝĚƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ ?ƐŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶǀŝƚŝŶŐŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶ PƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƚŚĞ
sonic environment (created through soundscape), and the environment through which perficipants wander.  
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been next in the series, had time permitted.  The form of the podcast combines elements of 
popular performance, such as direct address and jokey delivery, with others common to 
radio drama, such as realistic soundscape and representational sound-effects, rendering 
these in such a way as to invite active participation.  Each episode creates a sonic 
environment and performance structure that seeks to instantiate rooted placelessness by 
dislocating perficipanƚƐ ?ŚĂďŝƚƵĂůĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ-filters and performing perficipants into novel 
relationships with their present environments. 
Wandercast requires movement through, and invites interaction with, an 
environment; Wandercast remains inchoate without this dynamic physical engagement.  As 
I shall discuss, this puts the work ŝŶĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞǁŝƚŚĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ “ ?ĐĂůůŝŶŐĨŽƌ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝƐ ?ĂǀŝƚĂůĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ? ?ŽĨǁŚŝĐŚƐŽŶŝĐĂůůǇŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚ
ǁŽƌŬŝƐĂŶ “ĞǆĞŵƉůĂƌǇĨŽƌŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W158).  Created by one man (me), using only a 
handheld digital voice recorder and a laptop, Wandercast could further be seen as an 
expression of the democratisation of media production, though this is far from an 
unproblematic notion, as I briefly address below. 
I present a multi-layered account of this developing podcast series, beginning by 
positioning Wandercast within a field of similar work.  I include a brief practice review in this 
chapter because Wandercast is the one strand of the three for which there is the semblance 
ŽĨƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŵŝŐŚƚĐĂůůĂ ‘ĨŝĞůĚ ?ĂŶĚĂůƐŽďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞǁŽƌŬƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŚĂǀĞ
each contributed to Wandercast ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?ĨƚĞƌƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞǀŝĞǁ ?/ĨƌĂŵĞ
Wandercast theoretically.  The theoretical framing extends that of Chapter 4, incorporating 
phenomenology and performance studies elements with an aural focus.  Once the 
theoretical framing has been sketched, I position Wandercast as a model that manifests the 
themes discussed during the theoretical framing.  I do this by demonstrating how the 
themes are reflected in listener feedback.  Throughout, the discussion will address the 
challenges, opportunities, and potential impact associated with the Wandercast project. 
 
                                                          
Ep.3 is more scripted and recorded entirely in the studio, using pre-recorded soundscapes and sound-effects to 
create a more theatrical experience appropriate to stimulating the imagination 
(http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/attenboroughs-imaginarium/ or PML\Wandercast Episodes\Ep.3 
ƚƚĞŶďŽƌŽƵŐŚ ?Ɛ/ŵĂŐŝŶĂƌŝƵŵ ) ? 
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6.2: The Practical Terrain 
 
As digital technologies have made recording and editing sound more practicable and, 
latterly, more affordable, increased numbers of artists from theatre, performance, and 
visual-arts backgrounds have begun making audio-works, with the internet presenting a 
means of making this work globally accessible.  Wandercast is an example of a subset of 
audio-ǁŽƌŬƐƚŚĂƚŝŶǀŝƚĞŽƌĚĞŵĂŶĚƚŚĞůŝƐƚĞŶĞƌ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ ?/ƚĞƌŵ
these Performative-Audio-Works (PAWs).5   
Though this is an issue that I will not explore in detail here, it is pertinent to point 
out that whilst I, as a funded doctoral researcher, have the means and inclination to 
produce free podcast content, the free-to-download aspect of the form presents a 
significant barrier to its adoption by freelance artists.6  This undoubtedly troubles simple 
notions of the podcast as an agent of media democratisation.  Being neither (supposedly) 
ĞŵĂŶĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ “ƉƌŽƐƵŵĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ?dŽĨĨůĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ŶŽƌĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĞŶƚŝƚŝĞƐǁŚŝĐŚŚŽƐƚĂŶĚƉƌŽĨŝƚ
from user-generated cultural artefacts (nor necessarily wishing to closely associate with 
corporations), artists can find it doubly difficult to negotiate the social media 
ecology/economy.7 
PAWs are characterised by doubling, as they necessitate a double performance in 
order to fully exist.  The first performance consists in the act of their creation and the 
second in their activation when someone enacts tactics or instructions present in the work, 
                                                          
5 Although it does not form part of this project, I note the existence of performative visual works.  Examples 
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ PŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ƐMy Voice Untethered (2014  W see circumstance, n.d.), in which perficipants experience 
the city both through walking its streets and through video of opera singers shot in those same streets 
diƐƉůĂǇĞĚŽŶƚĂďůĞƚƐ ?ZŝŵŝŶŝWƌŽƚŽŬŽůů ?ƐSituation Rooms (2013-2016  W see Rimini Protokoll, 2017), which uses a 
similar technique of tablet-displayed video, but which conveys a complex, interwoven narrative, and which is 
experienced in the film set used to pƌŽĚƵĐĞƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽ ?ĂŶĚZŽĐŝŽǀŽŶ:ƵŶŐĞŶĨĞůĚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇ ?
peripatetic projections, in which perficipants use portable projectors to interact with the environment via 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚǀŝƐƵĂůƐ ?ƐĞĞǀŽŶ:ƵŶŐĞŶĨĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ǀŽŶ:ƵŶŐĞŶĨĞůĚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝƐmost similar to my own in the sense 
that it prioritises direct engagement with the environment, whereas the other two works mentioned require 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŽďĞĨŽĐƵƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƚĂďůĞƚƐĐƌĞĞŶ ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ǀŽŶ:ƵŶŐĞŶĨĞůĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐƚŚĞ
combination ŽĨĚŝŐŝƚĂůƐĐƌĞĞŶƐĂŶĚŚĞĂĚƉŚŽŶĞƐĂƐ “ ?ĨŽƐƚĞƌŝŶŐ ?cocoon-ůŝŬĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Piii  W emphasis 
original). 
6 I propose that an investigation into factors limiting the uptake of the podcast form by participatory 
performance artists would make a valuable research project. 
7 For a discussion of the oppositional forces at work in digital media ecologies, see Jenkins & Deuze (2008); for 
a view on the implications of social media for professional artists, see Manovich (2009); and for an analysis of 
prosumer capitalism, see Ritzer & Jurgenson (2010). 
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or otherwise physically engages with it.  To achieve this second performance, and come to 
completion, it is not ƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚǁŽƌŬƐŵĞƌĞůǇďĞůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚƚŽ ?ĂƐǁĞƐŚĂůůƐĞĞ ?WtƐ ? 
perfilitator and perficipant performances are almost always asynchronous.8  My vocal and 
physical perfilitation necessarily precedes that of perficipants, since I must collate and edit 
the various sound files into a Wandercast before there is something in which to perficipate.  
Nonetheless, perficipant feedback shows that the phenomenal experience tends to be one 
of co-presence with the perfilitator. 
The variety of styles and approaches evident across PAWs is considerable, though 
many implicate walking as a mode of environmental interaction.  This can be seen in the 
ĞǀĞŶƚ^ŽƵŶĚtĂůŬ^ƵŶĚĂǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐĞĞŬƐƚŽ “ŐůŽďĂůůǇĐĞůďƌĂƚĞ ?WtƐƚŚĂƚŝŶǀŽůǀĞǁĂůŬŝŶŐ
(Museum of Walking, n.d.: [online]).9  Here, I briefly sketch the relations that three selected 
pieces bear to Wandercast, each of which prompted significant discoveries during the 
ƐĞƌŝĞƐ ?ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?/ĂůƐŽŝŶĐůƵĚĞĂƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŶŽƚĂďůĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŝŶA6.1 (details of any 
pieces mentioned can be found there).   
 
6.2.1: Linked (2003 ² present)  
 
Linked, by Graeme Miller, though not a podcast, is certainly a broadcast.  Audio is broadcast 
from a series of analogue radio transmitters along a route through north-east London to a 
portable radio receiver borƌŽǁĞĚďǇƚŚĞǁĂůŬĞƌŽƌ “ǁŝƚŶĞƐƐ ? ?ĂƐDŝůůĞƌƚĞƌŵƐŚŝƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ 
(2005: 162).  In Linked, perficipants are witnesses to the upheaval visited upon the 
communities of Hackney and Wanstead in the name of progress. 
Linked was created in response to the changes wrought by the construction of the 
M11 link road, which involved the compulsory purchase and demolition of 400 homes.  It 
was through perficipating in Linked that I first perceived the potential of PAWs to recalibrate 
                                                          
8 ŶĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚŝƐŝƐƵŶĐĂŶ^ƉĞĂŬŵĂŶ ?ƐSounds From Above The Ground (2007, 2008), in which Speakman 
places himself in the same space as, yet at a distance from, his perficipants.  He uses a laptop in his backpack 
ƚŽŝŶƐƚĂŶƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇƌĞŵŝǆŚŝƐǀŽĐĂůƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂƐŝƚŝƐƚƌĂŶƐŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŚĞĂĚƉŚŽŶĞƐǀŝĂƌĂĚŝŽ ?ƐĞĞ
Myers, 2011a and LU Arts, n.d.). 
9 Although PAWs that implicate walking have a much longer history, which is not tied to the internet, the 
inaugural Sound Walk Sunday took place on the 27th of August, 2017.  Wandercast was one of the featured 
works; you can see the full collection here http://www.museumofwalking.org.uk/events/sound-walk-sunday/.  
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ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞ ?ďǇĂŶŝŵĂƚŝŶŐŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ
histories and instantiating them in the present, producing an eerie overlay of a past in which 
the neighbourhood was complete, without the roaring chasm of the motorway.   
On the face of it, Linked does not appear particularly playful, thus limiting its 
parallels with Wandercast; indeed, MilůĞƌŚĂƐƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝĚĞĂǁĂƐ “ĨƵĞůůĞĚďǇƌĞǀĞŶŐĞ ? 
(2005: 162).  However, as a perficipant, I perceived a sense of Playfulness in both the stories 
constituting the work and the relationship which it prompted between myself and the 
environment en route.  When I asked Miller whether he recognised this aspect of Linked,10 
he agreed, describing it as like a climbing frame onto which people interweave their own 
narratives as they play upon and interact with it.  Conceiving of a PAW as a climbing frame 
strongly resonated with my aims in producing Wandercast, becoming somewhat of a 
guiding principle as I sought to establish its methodology.  The idea even influenced the title 
of Ep.2: Headphone Adventure Playground. 
 
6.2.2: Wondermart (2009) 
 
^ŝŶĐĞ/ĂŵŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌǇŽĨůƵĚŝĐĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐŝŶĂŶǇĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĂƐ
opposed to Linked ?Ɛ “moments of the ƉĂƐƚ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ŚĂƵŶƚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?ŽĨĂǀĞƌǇƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ
place (Linked, n.d.: [online]), I came to realise that an instruction-based production was 
most suited to the task.  This is also the technique employed by Silvia Mercuriali & Matt 
Rudkin in Wondermart, in which perficipant duos undertake surreptitious tasks in order to 
rediscover the banal bizarreness of the supermarket environment. 
 Wondermart ŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ “ĂƵƚŽƚĞĂƚƌŽ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŶƚ,ĂŵƉƚŽŶ ?ǁŚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƚŚĞ
ĨŽƌŵĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚDĞƌĐƵƌŝĂůŝ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐ “mechanisms for self-generating performance ?
 ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?dŚŽƵŐŚůĞƐƐůǇƌŝĐĂů ?/ƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵWtƐ ?ĂƐ/ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚŚĞĂƚƌĞ ?ŝƐ
ŽĨƚĞŶĂŵŝƐůĞĂĚŝŶŐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚŝƐĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?,ĂŵƉƚŽŶ ?ƐƚĞƌŵŝƐƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐ
in that autoteatro performances are not really self-generating.  In my doubled conception of 
PAWs, the performance to which Hampton refers comes second, having been generated by 
                                                          
10 This was at a ResCen Research Seminar at the University of Middlesex, 3rd February 2015.  Miller presented 
on the life of Linked since 2003. 
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the first performance (by the perfilitator[s]; in Wondermart ?ƐĐĂƐĞ ?DĞƌĐƵƌŝĂůŝ ?ZƵĚŬŝŶ ) ?
Hampton argues ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂƌƚŝƐƚ ?ƐďŽĚŝůǇabsence is what makes autoteatro self-generating 
(ibid), yet I would counter that the artist is present through their perfilitation, without which 
perficipation could not occur.  Instead, I characterise autoteatro, and PAWs generally, as 
being co-ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?,ĂŵƉƚŽŶ ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐŵǇĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶ
that PAWs do not exist without it. 
 Another key aspect of autoteatro is its covertness.  Wondermart explicitly frames 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƐĐůĂŶĚĞƐƚŝŶĞ ?ĂƚƚŚĞŽƵƚƐĞƚ ?ŽŶĞŝƐŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚƚŽ “ŵĂŬĞƐƵƌĞǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚ
ƐƚĂŶĚŽƵƚ ?ĂŶĚ “ĂĐƚŶĂƚƵƌĂů ? ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƉƌŽǀŽŬĞĚŝŶŵĞĂŶĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨ
furtiveness and decreased presence, I do not imply that Wondermart is intended, nor 
bound, to engender such feelings in its perficipants; if one posits the co-created nature of 
PAWs, one cannot deem that a piece is determined by the qualities of its audio.  
Nonetheless, the character and content of the perfilitation necessarily influences the 
subsequent perficipation to a considerable extent.  Paradoxically, rather than opening out 
my perception beyond the normative, Wondermart seemed to narrow it, entailing a lesser 
degree of presence than I usually feel while shopping.   
The potential for ludic instructions to close down perceptions is something that I 
have therefore paid particular attention to when developing Wandercast, aiming always to 
open perceptions in order to engender a perceptual shift that allows ludic affordances to 
appear alongside the normative and functional.  ŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞŶĂĐƚŝŽŶŽĨůƵĚŝĐ
affordances has proved more difficult, however, as such enactments often go against social 
norms.  In contrast to my Wondermart experience, this research as a whole seeks structures 
that enable perficipants to find the confidence to interact overtly Playfully with their 
environment without feeling furtive or self-conscious.  As I explain in 6.4 W6.4.5, feedback 
suggests that Wandercast has achieved significant, though not total, success in this regard. 
 
6.2.3: Guide to Getting Lost (2010 ² present) 
 
My decision to utilise the podcast form within my PaR was partly motivated by a desire to 
make the project accessible to as wide a range of people as possible.  This aim also 
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influenced my choice to develop PAWs which are site-non-specific, which is to say that a 
perficipant should be able to fulsomely engage with Wandercast, and potentially experience 
rooted placelessness, anywhere.  A piece with similar site-non-specificity is Jennie Savage ?Ɛ 
Guide to Getting Lost (GTGL). 
 Savage invites perficipants to walk a familiar environment and to get lost in it, seeing 
the place anew as tŚĞĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌŝƐŽǀĞƌůĂŝĚǁŝƚŚĂ “ficƚŝŽŶĂůƐŽŶŝĐůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ ? ?^ĂǀĂŐĞ n.d.: 
[online]) knitted together from field recordings made in many countries.  This work too is 
instructional; Savage directs perficipants to turn left or right, replicating the route she 
followed in the moment of recording.  In this sense, there is a ludic character to GTGL as one 
makes essentially arbitrary twists and turns.   
 The major drawback with the GTGL format is that the environment often will not 
afford turning left or right when that instruction is given.  When this happens, one finds 
oneself either having to ignore the instruction, or, like me, attempt to hold in mind the last 
instruction (and sometimes multiple instructions) for some time before being able to 
execute them ?EĂƚƵƌĂůůǇ ?ďŽƚŚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐůŝŵŝƚĂƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶŝĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
work and thus its effectiveness. 
 GTGL thereby revealed the utmost importance of open, widely applicable 
instructions with broad interpretative potential when designing site-non-specific PAWs.  In 
fact, I aim for Wandercast to be perceived as involving invitations, rather than instructions.  
A further discovery from my experience of GTGL was the crucial nature of technical 
considerations when producing a PAW.  There were many instances in GTGL where I simply 
ĐŽƵůĚŶŽƚŚĞĂƌ^ĂǀĂŐĞ ?ƐǀŽŝĐĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇŵĂǇŚĂǀĞŵŝƐƐĞĚĐĞƌƚain instructions.  
Wandercast perficipation also occurs outside, so may have to compete with significant 
background noise.  Therefore, I have endeavoured to ensure that both the technical aspects 
of my perfilitation (articulation, pace of speech, tone of voice, etc.) and my manipulation of 
the requisite technology (digital voice recorder and audio editing programs) are acquitted so 
as to minimise the possibility of inaudible content. 
 The aesthetic form of GTGL has been influential also.  Envisaging the environments 
through which Savage was moving resulted in the overlay of, and juxtaposition between, 
imagined and physical environments.  This provided an intriguing affective experience, 
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which I have sought to explore further.  Investigating the potential of aural overlay and 
juxtaposition (present also in Linked) became an important aspect of Wandercast ?Ɛ
methodology.  However, as I address in 6.4.3, perficipant feedback brought to my attention 
the fact that the mental imaging which I experienced during both GTGL and Linked does not 
represent a universal capacity.   
 
To summarise, the PAWs discussed above have, jointly and severally, had a considerable 
impact on the ongoing development of the Wandercast series and the research generally.  
Key discoveries have been that: Linked broadened my horizons in terms of contexts where 
Playfulness can be found and established the idea of creating structures which are 
sufficiently open and indeterminate; Wondermart revealed the potential for PAWs to 
reduce perficipant presence; and GTGL demonstrated the necessity of devising invitations 
that, as far as possible, do not depend upon specific environmental affordances.   
Having now situated Wandercast within the terrain of related work, I move to place 
it within a framework of relevant theory, drawing particularly on ĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
phenomenology and the performance studies perspectives of Home-Cook (2015) and Myers 
(2011a).  I will argue that both aurality and play(fulness) exemplify certain perceptual 
processes and therefore that Wandercast increases the potential for exemplification by 
combining the perception-exemplifying capacities of play(fulness) and aurality.  An 
important outcome of multiplying the potential for exemplification, I argue, is that it could 
lead to increased potential ecological recalibration, as I have already argued that the 
particularities of exemplification, arising from my practice, have implications for ecological 
universals (see 5.6).  I will also argue that, in addition to making myself present in 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ ?Wandercast makes perficipants more present within their 
environments, which appears to be related to a common theme within the feedback that 





6.3: Theoretical Framing 
 
6.3.1: Batesonian Lens 
 
KĨƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐǇďĞƌŶĞƚŝĐ ?ŽƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?
systems must be considered in strongly holistic terms, which came to the fore in the last 
chapter.  Consequently, this view does not admit of unilateral control; that is, no part of a 
system can unilaterally control the system nor any other part (2000: 315).11  The same also 
holds for coupled systems, such as two interacting individuals, which, for Bateson, create a 
single, two-person system (ibid: 267).  I suggest that there are fairly striking parallels 
between ecological systems as strictly holistic and my notion of PAWs as entities co-created 
by perfilitator(s) and perficipant(s) that remain inchoate without perfilitator-perficipant 
interaction.  One could even say that PAWs exemplify this ecological principle. 
 Though the performances of perfilitators and perficipants constitute complex 
systems in their own right, it is only in their coupling that a PAW can potentially achieve 
completion.  This is not to suggest, however, that it is an easy or frictionless process.  As the 
above examples and Wandercast feedback demonstrate, there are many factors which can 
lead to only partial (or potentially zero) meshing between perfilitator and perficipant 
systems.  These factors could originate from either side, but will only be realised in 
interaction.  For example, formal, conceptual, aesthetic, or technical aspects of ĂǁŽƌŬ ?Ɛ
perfilitation can limit system-meshing, as can individual differences in perficipants, as well 
as things such as disposition and mood.  It is possible that my limited meshing with the 
perfilitation system of Wondermart could have been influenced by my mood (not that I was 
aware of a mood unconducive to perficipation at the time). 
 
6.3.2: Ecological Performative-Behavioural Therapy 
 
In 1.4.2 ?/ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŚŽǁ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨďĞŝŶŐ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) certain 
performance structures could be characterised as performative-behavioural therapy for 
                                                          
11 See Chapter 4 and A4.1 for an expansion on this theme. 
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ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ? ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚŵǇƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ
intention, perficipant feedback indicates a therapeutic aspect to Wandercast.  Owing to its 
global reach and extensive accessibility, podcast-format PAWs present a potentially useful 
contribution to this general situation.  I am not a lay-perficipant, since I am both a trained 
performer and performance researcher.  However, it remains the case that each of the 
PAWs described above, as well as my own experiences of both perfilitating and perficipating 
in Wandercast, have catalysed a recalibration of my relationship with the environments in 
which those experiences took place.  This recalibration can be described as effecting a new 
meshing between self and environment systems, such that new modes of perceiving, 
performing, and being can obtain.  As their feedback demonstrates, many Wandercast 
perficipants had similar experiences. 
 
6.3.3: Play(fulness) & Creativity 
 
Regarding Wandercast ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ ? the 
capacity of play(fulness) to aid creativity-development is of particular importance.  The 
phenomenon of seeing environments in a new light relates to my notion of play(fulness)-as-
subjunctivity; i.e. seeing the world as it is and as it could be at the same time and thus 
generating creative potential.  My play(fulness)-concept also resonates strongly with the 
notion of aural-environmental overlay and juxtaposition, which, as discussed above, has 
become central to the development of Wandercast, arising from my engagement with 
Linked, GTGL, ĂŶĚĂůƐŽWůĂƚĨŽƌŵ ?ƐAnd While London Burns (see A6.1). 
 dŚĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨZƵŶĐŽ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐƌĞ ƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƌĞsignificant 
when dealing with an aural artform which seeks to produce dynamic, though fundamentally 
non-material, engagement, since personal creativity does not require that anything be 
produced; intentions and motivation are sufficient.  The products, too, are readily 
achievable, as they are non-material interpretations.  It is also significant that one can draw 
ĂƌŽďƵƐƚůŝŶŬďĞƚǁĞĞŶZƵŶĐŽ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity ?ĂŶĚWtƐ ?
capacity to re-illuminate environments, since all involve seeing the world as it could be. 
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To reiterate, I do not claim that there is a causal relationship between play(fulness) 
and creativity, but that the two are correlated.  By engaging in play(ful) behaviour, I argue, 
one creates conditions conducive to creativity.  I further argue that playful participatory 
performative podcasts, such as Wandercast, offer effective opportunities for this, since the 
requisite conditions already reside in potential form within the audio, waiting for activation 
by a perficipant.  I am not attempting to supplant spontaneously occurring play(fulness), but 
to promote and propagate it through arts practice.  The theoretical elements of my research 
highlight and elucidate the value of play(fulness), whilst its practical elements provide 
relatively stable and repeatable, though dynamic, opportunities to engage in ludic 
environmental interaction in situations where normative or functional behaviour patterns 
may dominate.  Wandercast, and my PaR as a whole, is expressly framed as non-
prescriptive; it is an invitation for perficipants to discover their own notion of play(fulness), 
a ludic trampette if you like. 
 
6.3.4: Phenomenological Lens 
 
According to ĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?Ɛ ‘ĐĂůůŝŶŐĨŽƌĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?WtƐŵĂǇƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ
effective artistic form for fostering personal creativity, since Cazeaux positions the 
ŝŶĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝŶWtƐĂƐĂ “ŚŝŐŚůǇƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
158) that strongly invites original interpretations of the objective world through the 
coupling of perficipation and perfilitation systems. 
Cazeaux (2005) phenomenologically counters the negative claim that radio drama is 
an incomplete medium, drawing primarily on Merleau-Ponty to positively reformulate said 
claim.  The negative claim asserts that, due to its representational, narrative-driven nature, 
which lacks visual images, radio drama suffers from an absence of the visual sensory 
modality.  This criticism, of course, applies similarly to Wandercast, the works discussed 
above, and podcasts as a whole.  Although the extent to which individual PAWs and 
podcasts are representational and/or narrative-driven will vary greatly, all are open to the 
charge of lacking the visual modality.  Cazeaux counters this position by refuting the 
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 “ŽƌƚŚŽĚŽǆ ?ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐŝƐƚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŶƐĞƐ ?ĂƐ “discrete channels ? (2005: 160).12  He 
takes a phenomenological stance, according to which the senses are interdependent 
elements of the holistic way in which our consciousness opens onto and grasps the world.  
In this view, our synaesthetic sensory experience and the world co-constitute one another, 
ƐŝŶĐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐŽƌǇĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝĞƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞĂƐƉĞĐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚƚŚĂƚŵĂǇďĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐed 
(ibid), which reflects the ecological perspective taken here. 
For Cazeaux, though it is possible to distinguish between the senses, this is only so 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŵŵŽŶĂůŝƚǇĂƐ “interlocking and corresponding world-openings ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
 “ ?ďĞĐŬŽŶ ? ?ƚŽǁĂƌĚboth one another and the world, jointly creating the conditions for 
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŵŽĚĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚƵƐ ?WtƐ ?ĂƵƌĂůƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ
systems should not be seen as negatively incomplete, but rather as valuable exemplars of 
perceptual process, since they invite, or beckon forth, interaction between numerous 
modalities in the perficipant, including visual and kinaesthetic.  Furthermore, Cazeaux 
argues that aurally-manifested art possesses greater potential for exemplification than 
visually-ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚĨŽƌŵƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƐŽƵŶĚ ?ƐĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ ?ƋƵĂƐŝ-autonomous ontology: 
tŚĞƌĞĂƐƐŝŐŚƚŝƐĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ‘ƚƌĂŶƐƉĂƌĞŶƚ ?ŝŶŐŝǀŝŶŐƵƐƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐŽƵŶĚŚĂŶŐƐŽƌ
endures as a transformation between subject and object and, as such, is the region 
of sensory experience we can turn to in order to appreciate the invitational 
relationship in which we stand to the world. (ibid: 173)13 
 
6.3.5: Sound, Phenomenology & Performance 
 
Phenomenologically, the designation of something as art requires that the work reveals or 
exempůŝĨŝĞƐƚŚĞ “ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ?ǁŽƌůĚ-ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ?ũƵƐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂůůŽǁƐ
artworks to express meanings above and beyond those of presentation and representation 
(Cazeaux, 2005: 164).  Theatre does this, according to Home-ŽŽŬ ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚŝƐĂ “place where 
the playfulness of perception is phenomenally presenced by and in the attentional 
ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚƐŽĨŝƚƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? (2015: 8).  Characterising perception as inherently playful is 
                                                          
12 For a more lyrical account of the mingling of the senses, see Serres (2008). 
13 dŚŽƵŐŚŶŽƚŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚďǇĂǌĞĂƵǆ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚŝƐůŝŶŬƐĂůƐŽƚŽƚŚĞ “ĐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ “ƵŶŝĨǇŝŶŐ ?ŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƐŽƵŶĚ ?
as described by Ong ([1982] 2002: 69 W72). 
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of especial interest here, since it suggests that the ludic focus of Wandercast opens up 
another exemplary register in addition to its aural orientation, implying a layering of 
exemplification, as discussed in Chapter 4.14  In 4.3, I noted Bogost ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ 
play(fulness) is  “a tool to discover and appreciate the structures of aůů ?ƚŚĂƚ ? QǁĞĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌ ?
(2016: 12).  From Home-ŽŽŬ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂůƐŽƌĞǀĞĂůƐƚŚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƐĞĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐĂƌĞŵĂĚĞƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ?ƚĂŬŝŶŐĂůƐŽĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ǀŝĞǁ, ludic 
aurality exemplifies perception twice over. 
Home-Cook (2015) attributes play(fulness) to perception from a phenomenological 
ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?ƐĂŶĚĂůƐŽĨŽĐƵƐĞƐŽŶĂƵƌĂůŝƚǇ ?ďƵƚŝŶƐƚĂŐĞĚƚŚĞĂƚƌĞ ?dŚŝƐ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐŝŶŐŽĨƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚĞĚplay(fulness) occurs through the interplay between the 
senses and the phenomenal elements of the artwork, as well as within each of these two 
ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ĚƵƌŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?  Whilst I agree with Home-ŽŽŬ ?Ɛ
analysis with regard to theatre, it strikes me that PAWs generally, and Wandercast in 
particular, reveal and exemplify this process especially clearly, since they do so within 
environments not designated as arenas of aesthetic experience and also invite a greater 
degree of active engagement than does staged theatre.  When I ask perficipants to slalom 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŽďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĂƐŝĨƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŽŶSki Sunday, in Ep.2 and to imagine any 
people or animals in their vicinity as under-sea creatures in Ep.3, Wandercast instantiates a 
complex web of invitational relations.  As Home-Cook observes, 
dŽďĞŝŶƐŽƵŶĚŝƐŶŽƚƚŽďĞƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚĨŽƌǁĂƌĚůǇ ?ƐƉŚĞƌŝĐĂůůǇĂŶĚƉĂƐƐŝǀĞůǇ ‘ŝŵŵĞƌƐĞĚ ? ?
but rather consists of an ongoing, dynamic and intersensorial bodily engagement 
with the affordances of a given environment. (2015: 3) 
Crucially, PAWs invite perficipants to physically enact the affordances of their 
immediate environment in a way that far outstrips the invitational structures of staged 
theatre.  Furthermore, PAWs usually take place in environments where modes of behaviour 
not associated with aesthetic experience are likely to dominate.  Whereas staged theatre 
could be described as a laboratory for aural-perceptual investigation, PAWs take this 
endeavour into the wild.  This may reinforce any potential impact on perficipants, since the 
                                                          
14 In Chapter 4, I argue that play(fulness) reveals our cognitive architecture, exemplifies the impossibility of 
total ecological control mentioned above, and also exemplifies the way in which we come to know the world 




universality of the processes exemplified.15 
 
6.3.6: Presence, PAWs & Audiowalks 
 
Home-ŽŽŬ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƉƌĞƐĞŶĐŝŶŐĂůƐŽƌĞ-raises the issue of perfilitator presence in PAWs.  
As Myers observes in relation to audiowalks, and as I noted in relation to autoteatro, it is 
not appropriate to characterise perfilitators as absent in such works (2011a: 76).  Myers 
argues that the bodily prĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐƉĞĂŬĞƌŵĂǇďĞ “ĐŽŶũƵƌĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ƚŚĞůŝƐƚĞŶĞƌ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ƐƵĐŚƚŚĂƚŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƚĂĐƚŝƐĞĨĨĞĐƚĞĚďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƚǁŽ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
resonates with my notion of system coupling.  Though it can be, this conjuring need not be 
visual, since the term contact implies an affective, even tactile, phenomenon.  This conjured 
ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚĨĞĞĚƐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐǁĞďŽĨŝŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƵƌĂůůǇ ?ŬŝŶĂĞƐƚŚĞƚŝĐĂůůǇ ?ĂŶĚ
ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐǀŝƐƵĂůůǇŝŶƚŚĞŵŝŶĚ ?ƐĞǇĞŽĨƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ? 
For Myers, PAWs in audiowalk format, of which Wandercast is an example, possess a 
particularly potent expressiveness, since the practice of perambulation whilst engaging with 
an aural perfilitation system instantiates direct and dynamic kinetic connectivity which 
 “ŝŶƚĞƌĂŶŝŵĂƚĞƐĂŶĚƐŚĂƉĞƐůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ ?ĨŽƌƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ) ?ƌĞǀĞĂůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ
particular clarity the way in which perception opens onto the world.  In an age when many 
people navigate the world whilst magnetised to the visual interface of their smartphone 
and/or encĂƐĞĚŝŶ “ƐŽůŝƚĂƌǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞƐŚƌƵŶŬĞŶĂŶĚŝƐŽůĂƚĞĚƐƉĂĐĞ ?ŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
collection of audio (ibid: 79 W80),16 audiowalks aim to use the medium of sound to open 
perficipants out into their environments.  This positions Wandercast as an effective means 
ŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ “worldfulness ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W emphasis original), introduced in 4.3.  In 
ĂƵĚŝŽǁĂůŬƐ ?ĂƐDǇĞƌƐŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐ ? “ƐĞůĨ ?ďŽĚǇĂŶĚůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞĂƌĞƐŚĂƉĞĚĂŶĚĞŶŵĞƐŚĞĚ
through voicing and lŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐďŽĚŝĞƐŝŶŵŽƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌŝƐƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞĚŝŶ
the experience of the perficipant and the perficipant is presenced in their environment.   
                                                          
15 For the avoidance of doubt, and reiterating a point made in Chapter 2, I reject the drawing of a distinction 
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂŶǇĞǀĞŶƚĂŶĚ ‘ƌĞĂůůŝĨĞ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞƌĞĂůŝƚǇĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐĞƐĂůůĞǀĞŶƚs.  Therefore, I do not describe 
Wandercast as taking place in the real world, whilst staged theatre takes place somehow outside of it. 
16 /ƌŽŶŝĐĂůůǇ ?ƚŚŝƐĐŽƵůĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ‘ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƉŽĚĐĂƐƚƐ ?ĂƐǁĞůů ĂƐŵƵƐŝĐŵƉ ?ƐŽƌƐƚƌĞĂŵŝŶŐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ? On the 
subject of visual interfaces, see also footnote 5, where I acknowledge performative visual works. 
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Recalling Home-ŽŽŬ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚďĞŝŶŐ ‘ŝŶƐŽƵŶĚ ?ŝƐĚǇŶĂŵŝĐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚ
affordances, Wandercast ƚĂŬĞƐDǇĞƌƐ ?ĞŶŵĞƐŚŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĨƵƌƚŚĞƌďǇďŽƚŚĚƌĂǁŝŶŐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ
to ludic affordances, thus revealing them, and directly inviting the enaction of these 
affordances, leading to active, mutual shaping of perficipant and environment.  The 
perficipant is shaped by ontological change resulting from being performed by the 
Wandercast system and the environment is shaped as a result of perficipant action upon it.  
In so doing, Wandercast doubly reveals and exemplifies the perception-action cycles by 
which self and world are co-constituted through both its calling for completion and its ludic 
orientation (since perception itself is deemed playful [Home-Cook 2015: 7 W11]).   
In 1.4.2, I aligned the enaction of ludic afĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐǁŝƚŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ŵŝŶŝŵĂůŝƐƚ
 ?ƵŶŝƚƐ ?ŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐŵƵƚƵĂůƐŚĂƉŝŶŐĐĂŶƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚĞĂ
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƚŚƵƐŚĞůƉĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?
The enaction of affordances through performance also provides the possibility for 
personally creative original interpretations to be made manifest.  For Sally Banes & Andre 
>ĞƉĞĐŬŝ “any bŽĚǇŝŶĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ Qis an inexhaustible inventor of sensorial-
perceptual potentials and becomings ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ).  Within staged theatre, the realising 
in overt action of these potentials is usually restricted to performers.  Within PAWs, the 
possibility of creativity-in-ĂĐƚŝŽŶŝƐĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚĂůƐŽƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ? ? As discussed above in 
relation to the meshing of ecological systems, this is not to suggest that PAWs can render 
perficipants creative, only that they create the conditions for the generation, and possible 
realisation, of creative potential.  Recall that, from an ecological perspective, no part of a 
system can unilaterally control any other.   
I have now framed Wandercast theoretically by integrating phenomenological and 
performance studies perspectives on aurality into my ecological conceptual framework.  I 
have argued that the ludic aurality of Wandercast doubles its exemplificatory potential in 
respect of perception-action cycles because the overt ludicality of Wandercast exemplifies 
the existing exemplification and play(fulness) of aurality itself.  An important outcome of 
this multiplication of exemplification, I argue, is that Wandercast can enable perficipants to 
be more present than usual, since exemplifying perception-action cycles helps to open 
perficipants out into their environments.  I have also argued that Wandercast ?ƐƐŝƚe-non-
specific design and demands for dynamic environmental interaction on the part of the 
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perficipant increase opportunities for developing creative potential.  It is easy for 
perficipants to embed Wandercast performances within their quotidian routines, which 
facilitates the application of potential discoveries, and Wandercast ?ƐŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐĂůůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ
nature increases the likelihood of original interpretations being manifested through action.  
I now move to tease out how perficipant feedback reflects the themes that make up the 
titles of the above subsections, also delineating when reality approaches the ideal of what 
PAWs can achieve and when meshing between perfilitator and perficipant systems 
approaches zero.  I address the themes in the above order, treating some together as they 
overlap. 
 
6.4: Wandercast Perficipant Feedback17 
 
Many more perficipants fed back on Ep.3 than either other episode, since Ep.3 was included 
as an independent performance task in a first-year core module within the Drama & Theatre 
Studies BA at the University of Kent, where I teach.  As argued in 4.3.1, all perficipants have 
dispositions that affect the degree to which they engage with PAWs; in the first-ǇĞĂƌƐ ?ĐĂƐĞ ?
perceiving Wandercast ĂƐ ‘ǁŽƌŬ ?ŵĂǇǁĞůůŚĂǀĞŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?
ŵĂŬŝŶŐŝƚůĞƐƐůŝŬĞůǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚĂƚƚĂŝŶ^ƵŝƚƐ ? “ũƵƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P
41).18   
My hunch regarding the effect on first-years of perceiving Wandercast as work is 
supported by the fact that I conducted a session using Ep.3 with Year 10 students at a 
University of Kent summer school in July 2017, though not in an official research capacity.  
Although a summer school connotes work, the session was less formal than a typical GCSE 
lesson, so the Year 10s are unlikely to have framed Wandercast in the same way as the 
undergraduates.  dŚĞzĞĂƌ ? ?Ɛ ? spoken reflections indicated that even those who initially 
exhibited resistance to perficipation ended up getting something useful from the 
experience.  However, it is possible that they may have reflected more negatively in an 
                                                          
17 Full responses to all Wandercast feedback questionnaires can be accessed through A6.2. 
18 /ƚŝƐĂůƐŽǁŽƌƚŚŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞĨŽĐŝŽĨƚŚĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐ ?Ɖ ? ? ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐďĞŝŶŐŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ) ?ĞŶƚĂŝůƐ
that, overall, more feedback addresses themes pertaining to imaginative than to physical interaction, yet this 
does not mean that Wandercast as a whole bears this orientation. 
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anonymous feedback form.  It is also possible that those undergraduates who provided 
negative feedback got something useful from Ep.3.  A further possibility is that those 
undergraduates who provided positive feedback hoped that doing so might somehow 
benefit them within the module (notwithstanding the fact that the feedback was 
anonymous).  Overall, feedback suggests that Wandercast is affective and effective at both 
exemplifying perceptual process and promoting rooted placelessness. 
 
6.4.1: System Coupling 
 
System coupling in Ep.2 seems to have been influenced by both the employment of direct 
address, a hallmark of popular performance (Double, 2017: 8), and the fact that I engaged in 
ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ‘ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ ? P
the fact that I believe [the perfilitator] was doing the moves as he spoke facilitate 
ĚŽŝŶŐŝƚŵŽƌĞĂƐǇŽƵĨĞĞůůŝŬĞŝƚ ?ƐĂƐŚĂƌĞĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŝƚƚĞĂĐŚĞƐǇŽƵƚŽďĞĂďŝƚ
more carefree.  
Intertwined with this is the concept of presencing, since these perficipants appear to have 
felt that I was somehow with them.  One even commented that I  “did not have a physical 
form [yet] appeared as a presence ? ?dŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ/ǁĂƐƵŶĚĞƌŐŽŝŶŐĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌexperience was 
important: 
The sense that the narrator was also learning at the same time mimicked the 
thought process I had at some key moments - such as encountering other people - 
where it kept me from returning too much to my own thoughts. It also created a 
feedback process which was surprising given that there is no actual way to ask 
questions in the moment. 
dŚŝƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĂ ‘ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?ŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚŝƐŶŽƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽŚĂǀĞ
feedback without contact, which Myers (2011a) relates to presencing.  Coupling is also 
evident in the above quote in the way that the perficipant felt no longer in complete control 
of their thought process, indicating that they were decentred and performed by Ep.2.  This 
reflects both the ecological destĂďŝůŝƐŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨĐŽŶƚƌŽůĂŶĚĂůƐŽŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ
ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇĂƐƚŚĞ “ ?subordination of] agency to a larger system ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
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We might say that ludic-ecological performance exemplifies the way in which all interaction 
involves the inteŐƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ ?19 
 Coupling was almost zero for some Ep.3 perficipants, who found my energetic and 
ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞƚŽŶĞ ?ƵƐĞĚŝŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƉŽĚĐĂƐƚ ?ƐŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ-ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ) “ƉƌĞƚĞŶƚŝŽƵƐĂŶĚ
ƉĂƚƌŽŶŝƐŝŶŐ ? P
/ƚ ?s very hard to relate and enjoy something like this when you feel like you are being 
spoken to like a child.   
ŶŽƚŚĞƌƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ “ŝƚ ?s very hard to relate to something that you dislike ? ? 
dŚĞƐĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬŵĂǇŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨluenced by 
being required to experience it as part of a module, indicating the impact of perficipant 
attitudes on the degree of coupling possible.  However, their feedback highlights an 
inescapable limitation of Playfulness-ƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ PŶŽƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ?Ɛ sense of Playfulness can 
overlap with those of all perficipants.  It is a useful lesson to learn that Playful-podcast-
perfilitation can be perceived as patronising, since the lack of face-to-face interaction means 
ƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ ?ƐŝŶƐŝĚĞƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚƌĞǀĞal this.  I also sought critical feedback from peers 
on a work-in-progress, none of whom found Ep.3 patronising. 
 
6.4.2: Performative-Behavioural Therapy 
 
A common thread throughout feedback on all episodes characterises them as calming or 
meditative.  WorĚƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ƌĞůĂǆĞĚ ? ? “ŚĂƉƉǇ ? ? “ĐĂůŵ ? ? “ƐŽŽƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?ĂŶĚ “ĐŚŝůůĞĚ ? ĂƉƉĞĂƌ
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐƚŝŵĞƐŝŶƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ ?DĂŶǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐŶŽƚĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ
their stress-levels.  Some perficipants specifically likened the experience to meditation, one 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐƉ ? ?ĂƐ “reminiscent of mindfulness techniques ? ?ǁŝƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƐĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƉ ? ?
ŵĂĚĞƚŚĞŵ “feel quite Zen ? ?dŚŝƐ ?ĂŐĂŝŶ ?ƚŝĞƐŝŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨďĞŝŶŐŵŽƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶ
ŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĂůƐŽƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ŝŶdicating the 
manifestation of rooted placelessness.20 
                                                          
19 For more on ecological agency, see 4.3.1. 
20 See 6.3.5  W 6.3.6 above. 
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 The association of this project with mindfulness has been posited independently 
many times over the course of its development, both by those who have engaged with its 
practice and those to whom I have presented academic papers.  Thich Nhat Hanh defines 
mindfulness as  “ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐĂůŝǀĞƚŽƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?(1976: 11), which 
ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐǁŚŽ “concentrated on the immediacy of the surroundings ?
(Ep.2), or for whom their envŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ “became more visible ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?/ŶƐĞĞŬŝŶŐĂŶ
operational definition of mindfulness, Bishop et al. argue that the practice is characterised 
ďǇ “openness and acceptance of experience ? ?EŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐ ?ƚŚĞŵĞĂŶƐďǇǁŚŝĐŚƚŚŝƐŝƐ
ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚŝƐ “self-focused attention ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?/ĨŝŶĚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐ
individualism and acts to obscure the invitational nature of perception.   
Like Bogost, Wandercast ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƐĞĞŬƐĂ “ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽworldfulness ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚƵƌŶƐ
ŽŶĞ ?ƐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŽƵƚǁĂƌĚ ?ƌĂƚŚer than inward (2016: 224  W emphasis original).21  However, it 
is not always successful in this, as many Ep.3 perficipants reported that the experience 
ůĂƌŐĞůǇƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞ ‘ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ?ƚŚĞŝƌŵŝŶĚƐ ?Ɛ/ŚĂǀĞĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ?ŵĂŶǇƐƵďƚůĞƚŝĞƐƉĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐƚŽ
perfilitation and perficipation can lead to the lived experience feeling inwardly or outwardly 
oriented.  Each orientation has value phenomenologically, since both subject and world are 
interdependent.  However, I suggest that within contemporary consumer-culture, 
consumption being a profound and pervasive metaphor of inwardness, it is necessary to 
seek to foster outwardness in order to rebalance perspectives. 
 
6.4.3: Personal Creativity 
 
A significant number of perficipants explicitly characterised their experience as  ‘ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?
ŽŶĞŐŽŝŶŐƐŽĨĂƌĂƐƚŽƐĂǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞŝŶĂ “state of heightened creativity for some time 
ĂĨƚĞƌǁĂƌĚƐ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ). WĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-reports, however, do not necessarily comply with 
accepted definitions.  The play(fulness) of perficipation is more closely associated with 
original interpretations than with evaluation of their extrinsic usefulness (Bateson, P., 2010: 
45).  Nonetheless, one Ep.3 perficipant wrote that they would use Wandercast as a means 
of generating a creative frame of mind before embarking on a creative task such as writing, 
                                                          
21 See also 3.6.1.3 to see how this relates to ludic pedagogy. 
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thus expressing a usefulness-evaluation not of the original interpretations themselves, but 
ŽĨƚŚĞŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚĂƚĞĂƌŝƐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?EŽƚǁŝƚŚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ “ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐ
ĂŶĚ QŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽĨĂƌƚƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇŝŶƚĞƌǁŽǀĞŶ ? ?ZĞĂƐŽŶ ?
2017b: 47), usefulness is a problematic notion in art (and play) contexts, since it often 
overshadows vital, subjective elements such as ecological recalibration.  It is also worth 
ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ “ ?H)uman well-being is a justifiable ĞŶĚŝŶŝƚƐĞůĨ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?W ? ? ? ? ? ? PZ ? ? ) ?
which is strongly associated with both play (Lester & Russell, 2008) and art-engagement 
(Mowlah et al., 2014), as well as evidenced by the responses in the previous subsection. 
The oriŐŝŶĂůŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƐĞĞŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ‘ŝŶĂŶĞǁǁĂǇ ?ƌĞĐƵƌĂĐƌŽƐƐ
Eps 1 W ? ?ǁŝƚŚŽŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĞǀĞŶŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚďĞĐĂŵĞ “ ?T)o some 
extent, a place where I had never walked before ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?dŚĞĨŽĐƵƐŽŶŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƉ ? ? 
ůĞŶĚƐŝƚƐĞůĨƚŽǀŝƐƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐǁŚĞŶ “clouds became coral ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐĂŶ
imaginative overlay of the visible world beckoned into being by the aural overlay of the 
podcast.  Wandercast evidently also facilitates these original interpretations manifesting in 
action, as when (for this same perficipant)  “buildings became rocks to hide behind ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ? 
However, not all perficipants could engage with the mental imaging aspect of Ep.3.  
One perficipant, who remarked that they do not experience any mental imagery, otherwise 
ŬŶŽǁŶĂƐĂƉŚĂŶƚĂƐŝĂ ?ůŝŬĞŶĞĚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƉ ? ?ƚŽ “someone with no sense of 
taste [sampling] ,ĞƐƚŽŶůƵŵĞŶƚĂů ?Ɛ[sic] tasting menu ? ?ZĞŐƌĞƚĨƵůŽĨŶŽƚŚĂǀŝŶŐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ
this possibility, I subsequently included a link at the bottom of the Ep.3 webpage to a 
website dedicated to supporting the aphantasia community, especially in case any 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƉ ? ?ůĞĂĚƐƚŚĞŵƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵĂŐŝŶŐĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ?
It is possible that some of those perficipants who did not mesh particularly fulsomely with 
Ep.3 found it unengaging as a result of mental imaging that is less vivid than average. 
There is debate over whether aphantasia might be due to congenital, psychogenic, 
or multiple factors (see de Vito & Bartolomeo, 2016; Zeman, Dewar & Della Sala, 2016, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?tŚĂƚŝƐŵŽƐƚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŚĞƌĞ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝƐƚŚĂƚ ĂƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŝŶĂŶǇ
modality will determine the extent to which their aural experience can beckon toward that 
modality.  Just as aphantasiacs may not find artworks which foreground mental imaging 
particularly engaging, those with above-average imaging capacity may find that they provide 
a particularly rich phenomenal experience. 
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6.4.4: Exemplification of Perception 
 
The vividness of some perficipantƐ ?ŝŵĂŐŝƐƚŝĐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚWandercast 
has considerable phenomenologically expressive potential.  Even after the podcast, one 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ “could see monkeys jumping from car to car ? ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽĨ
meaning beyond the representational:  
For every person that walked past, I found myself wondering what they were 
thinŬŝŶŐ ?ŽƌŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚǁŚĂƚŝƚ ?d be like to get into their head too. (Ep.3) 
This kind of behavioural change continuing, or even beginning to occur, after Wandercast 
ǁĂƐŽǀĞƌŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬŚĂƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƚŽƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
relationships with their environment. 
ĂƌůŝĞƌ ?/ĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚWtƐ ?ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚŽƌŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚŝŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐĞǆƚĞŶĚĂǌĞĂƵǆ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝon that audio has a particular propensity to 
ĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨǇƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŝŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?dŚŝƐŝ ďŽƌŶĞŽƵƚďǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƚĞƐƚŝŵŽŶǇ P 
Every little sound invited me to explore that immense world it possess [sic]. I 
submerged myself into the nature seeing different birds in the farm and aquatic 
creatures under the sea. (Ep.3  W emphasis my own) 
dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƐĞŶƚĞŶĐĞŚĞƌĞĞǀŽŬĞƐƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ W i.e. 
the generation of meaning that exceeds presentation and representation  W which arises 
from the complexity of Wandercast ?ƐŝŶǀŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
 Perficipants often described sound as drawing them into their surroundings, making 
ƚŚĞŵŵŽƌĞ “aware of sounds in real life, blurring what sounds came from the podcast and 
what came froŵƚŚĞƌĞĂůǁŽƌůĚ ? (Ep.1).  The use of different sonic elements seems to have 
been particularly effective: 
the change of audio environment through the use of voice, and ambient sound 
made it easier to engage with the imaginary landscape of the real world. (Ep.2) 
Again, this last phrase suggests apprehension of meaning that overreaches the content of 
ƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶŐƚŽǁĂƌĚƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? 
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 Perficipants reported experiencing change to the global character of their 
perception, for ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞŝŶŚĂďŝƚŝŶŐ “a more child-like perspective ? ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƌĂƚŚĞƌ
ŝŶƚĞŶƐĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨŚĂǀŝŶŐďĞĞŶ “swooped into a fairy tale ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?/ƚŝƐĂůƐŽŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
that these responses pertain to a question regarding change that occurred or persisted after 
ƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?dŚĞƐĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐŝŶŐůŽďĂůƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƚŚƌŽǁŝŶƚŽƌĞůŝĞĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĚĞĨĂƵůƚ
mode, i.e. habitual affordance-filters:  “it Qmade me more aware of my surroundings where 
ƵƐƵĂůůǇŝƚ ?s like I have blinders22 on and I am not really paying attention to anything ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) ?/
suggest that this increased awareness also indicates the revealing of perceptual processes 
through the work.  Additionally, perficipants often reported increased intensity of 
experience across all sensory registers, which supports the synaesthetic phenomenological 
thesis. 
 
6.4.5: Active Engagement 
 
Active engagement in terms of overt play(ful)-behaviour was, somewhat unsurprisingly, 
ůŝŵŝƚĞĚďǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂďŽƵƚďĞŝŶŐŽďƐĞƌǀĞĚďǇŶŽŶ-perficipants.  This project 
seeks to contribute towards a shift in social attitudes which places greater value upon 
play(fulness), thus making its public display among adults less unusual.  However, the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐůŝŵŝƚĞĚƐĐŽƉĞĂŶĚƌĞĂĐŚĞŶƚĂŝůƚŚĂƚĂŶǇŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƐŽĐŝĂůĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐĂƚůĂƌŐĞŝƐ
necessarily negligible.  Notwithstanding this, the recent upsurge of interest in adult play, as 
discussed in 3.3, indicates that a cultural shift may be beginning. 
 The majority of perficipants reported greater imaginative than physical interaction 
with their environment, though this is almost certainly because more perficipants have fed 
back on Ep.3 than Eps 1&2.  Nevertheless, imaginative interaction constitutes the 
enactment of ludic affordances.  It is also possible that the structure of Eps 1 W3, which 
ŝŶǀŝƚĞƐƐŽůŽůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚƚŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƌĞƚŝĐĞŶĐĞĨŽƌŽǀĞƌƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐ
social norms; group perficipation may mitigate concerns about being observed.  Though not 
an example of a podcast, this was certainly my experience of Remote London (see A6.1). 
                                                          
22 /ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚŝƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚŵĞĂŶƐ ‘ďůŝŶŬĞƌƐ ? ?ďƵƚŝƚĂŵƵƐĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƐůŝŐŚƚůǇŚŽƌƌŝĨŝĞƐ )ŵĞƚŽƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ
ǁĂŶĚĞƌĂƌŽƵŶĚĂƐŝĨǁĞĂƌŝŶŐƐŽŵĞĂƉƉĂƌĂƚƵƐƚŚĂƚďůŝŶĚƐƚŚĞŵƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ‘ůŝŶĚĞƌƐ ?ƐŽƵŶĚƐas if spikes 
might be involved, but I guess a blindfold would do the trick. 
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 ƵƌŝŽƵƐůǇ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŵĂŶǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƚĞƐƚŝŵŽŶŝĞƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĂĨĞĞůŝŶŐŽĨ
empowerment arising from their private experience: 
I enjoyed the fact that people were walking past me not knowing that I was in a 
world of my own. It was also interesting knowing I was the only one doing this type 
of thing and no one had any idea of what I was imagining them as/how I was looking 
at my surroundings. (Ep.3) 
Although this perficipant describes being in a world of their own, the latter part of the quote 
clearly indicates that they were connected to their surroundings.  As well as empowerment, 
ĨŽƌƐŽŵĞ ?ĂƌĞĂƐƐƵƌŝŶŐĨĞĞůŝŶŐŽĨƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉǁĂƐĞŶŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ P “I felt not alone it was as if 
 ‘tĂŶĚĞƌĐĂƐƚ ?ǁĂƐƌĞĂůůǇǁŝƚŚŵĞŝŶƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?Ɖ ? ? ) dŚŝƐƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
notion of perfilitator presence explored above.  As I mentioned, presencing cuts both ways; 
ŽŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚďĞŝŶŐ “transported by sound to your playgrounds ? (Ep.2).  
Though, of course, in reality they manoeuvred themselves through their own co-constituted 
playgrounds, the sound participating in the revealing and exemplification of perception-
action processes. 
 One perficipant put their feeling of immersion, implicit in the experience of 
transportation, down to  
the ambiance [sic] sounds that were playing throughout, as it sort of tricked your 
mind into thinking you were in a different place and that this was the way you 
should be responding to it. (Ep.3) 
,ĞƌĞ ?ƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ ?ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĞŝƌĂĐƚŝǀĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƉŽĚĐĂƐƚ
progressed, another perficipant even felt as though non-perficipants could also hear the 
Wandercast ƐŽƵŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚďĞĐĂŵĞ “ĂŶŽƌŵĂůƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?ĐŽmmonly shared.  This is a clear 







I began this chapter by reviewing key related practices that have influenced Wandercast ?Ɛ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?/ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŚŽǁDŝůůĞƌ ?ƐLinked disabused me of previous limitations to my 
thinking in terms of contexts where Playfulness can be found.  Linked also introduced me to 
the necessity of creating open and indeterminate structures ƐŽĂƐŶŽƚƚŽŝŶŚŝďŝƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
agency and associated generation of creative potential.  Wondermart gave me first-hand 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨǁŚĂƚŝƚĨĞĞůƐůŝŬĞĨŽƌŽŶĞ ?Ɛpresence to be diminished by a PAW, thereby 
impressing upon me the importance of avoiding this.  However, Wondermart also 
introduced me to the instructional approach to structuring a PAW.  GTGL demonstrated 
that, as well as negatively impacting perficipant agency, PAWs that depend upon specific 
environmental affordances are also likely to diminish perficipant presence, which reinforced 
my decision to employ site-non-specificity that I made following my Linked performance.   
Through the processes of Wandercast ?ƐĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ?/ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ?ĂŶĚ ?ŽƌĚĞƉůŽǇĞĚ
existing, know-how associated with the creation of PAWs that create a sense of co-presence 
between perficipant and perfilitator.  However, perficipant feedback indicates that 
individual differences always significantly affect the level of possible meshing between 
perficipant and perfilitator systems.  Tactics I employed include direct address (in this, I 
combined popular performance techniques with those drawn from my conservatoire 
ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐŝŶƌĂĚŝŽĚƌĂŵĂ ) ?ũŽŬĞǇĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇ ?ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶŵǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
entertainment and stand-up comedy), and performing the same actions in the moment of 
recording as those that I invite perficipants to perform as they listen (and wander). 
ĨƚĞƌƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƌĞǀŝĞǁ ?/ƚŚĞŶĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬďǇ
further integrating phenomenology.  This enabled me to develop the element of my 
play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon argument that positions play(fulness) as an 
exemplar of the way in which we actively co-constitute reality through perception.  By 
producing Wandercasts that focus on particular modalities of play(fulness), such as physical 
and imagiŶĂƚŝǀĞƉůĂǇ ?/ŚĂǀĞĐƌĞĂƚĞĚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐǁŚŝĐŚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĨǇƚŚĞ ‘ƉƵůůŝŶŐŽƵƚ ? ?ŝ ?Ğ ?
filtering, of affordances.  As I argued in Chapter 4, this filtering is an intrinsic part of 
affordance perception; Wandercast ?s focus on singular affordance modalities more strongly 
exemplifies this process, which my practice already heightens through its focus on 
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(extrinsically afuntional) ludic affordances.  Although this categorisation of affordances is 
arguably an artificial move, as I suggest in the next chapter, it has allowed Wandercast to 
investigate ludic affordances and perceptual exemplification with particular clarity.  This 
claim is borne out by perficipant feedback, which comprised the latter section of this 
chapter, ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂŶĚŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝǀĞ
ludic affordances and of their processes of perception. 
I argue that what I am terming performative audio works, some of which form a 
subset of podcasts, exploit and increase the exemplificatory potential of sound by inviting 
dynamic interaction between perficipant and environment that extends and complexifies 
the web of connections inherently established by listening.  Home-Cook asserts that 
Whilst the listener resides in the medium of sound, equally this medium must be 
attended, explored and travelled through. (2015: 169  W emphasis original) 
Whilst this can be achieved with the minimum of physical movement in the case of staged 
theatre or traditional podcasts, PAWs require more robust environmental interaction.  
Whether this leads to bizarre, furtive acts in a supermarket during Wondermart ? “ ?ŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ?
ŽŶĂŶĚŽĨĨƐŽŵĞƚŝŶǇƐƉĞĞĚďƵŵƉƐ ?ĂŶĚ “ƐǁŝŶŐŝŶŐŽŶĞǀĞƌǇůĂŵƉƉŽƐƚ ?ĚƵƌŝŶŐWandercast 
(Ep.2), or simply taking a left turn during GTGL, the interaction involved is decidedly more 
kinetic.  For Home-ŽŽŬ ? “ ?/ )Ŷ ‘ƉĂǇŝŶŐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŝŶƚŚĞƚŚĞĂƚƌĞŽƌƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂƚ
ůĂƌŐĞ ?ǁĞŵƵƐƚ Q ‘ŐƌĂƐƉ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐĂĐƚŽĨŐƌĂƐƉŝŶŐƌĞƋƵŝƌƐĞĨĨŽƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?ůĞĂƌůǇ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚ
PAWs involve, and can reveal, this attentional grasping, they also make concrete movement 
demands, thus requiring additional effort.  With additional effort, I argue, additional value 
can be generated, enabling the podcast to perform listeners into recalibration of their 
personal ecology.  In other words, performative podcasts offer performative-behavioural 
therapy for performative societies. 
 /Ĩ “when we listen, we shape ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ PŝŶĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐƐŽƵŶĚƐ ?ǁĞƐĞƚƐŽƵŶĚƐŝŶƉůĂǇ ?
(ibid: 169  W emphasis original), then when we simultaneously set ourselves in motion and 
physically interact with the world, I suggest that we tether this meaning-shaping more 
closely to our corporeality, which may make its outcomes more durable.  Furthermore, 




ŝŵƉĂĐƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǀŝĞǁŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ P 
The colours and objects seemed to jump out at me, I felt more in tune and aware. I 
started thinking about what things could be rather than what they actually were. 
(Ep.3) 
Such outcomes clearly exhibit the novelty-generation necessary for personal creativity, and 
indicate the potential development of worldfulness.  Although most perficipants reported 
such phenomena occurring only for a modest period, the fact that this effect began or 
persisted post-Wandercast again demonstrates the potential recalibration of perficipant-
environment relationships.   
Wandercast ?ƐƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚŝŽŶƚŽǁĂƌĚƐǁŽƌůĚĨƵůŶĞƐƐĂƌŐƵĂďůǇŚĂƐŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
implications.  By decentring and performing perficipants into states of increased presence, 
Wandercast ŚĞůƉƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ “ŝŶĂŶĚƚŽǁĂƌĚƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ?DĞƌůĞĂƵ-
Ponty, [1945] 2012: lxxiv), thus revealing their ecological embeddedness.  It is reasonable to 
posit that further engagement with Wandercasts, or similar work, would result in further, 
perhaps longer-lasting, recalibration.  Upon retracing their steps once Ep.3 was over, one 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚŚĂĚƚŚĞ “ĨĂƐĐŝŶĂƚŝŶŐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨ “ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐŵǇǁĂůŬĂƐ/ĐĂŵĞďĂĐŬƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ŵǇĨĂƌŵ ?ĂŶĚǁĞŶƚŽŶƚŽ 
wonder whether from now on this particular spot in this field will always be 
underwater for me? 
In characterising listening as fundamentally playful, Home-Cook (2015) implicitly 
states that all PAWs, and all podcasts, involve aural play.  Not all will exemplify and presence 
this process equally, however.  Wandercast ďŝŶĚƐƚŚĞƉĞƌĐĞƉƚƵĂůůǇĞǆĞŵƉůĂƌǇ “ƉůĂǇŽĨ
ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? )ƚŽĐomplex, manifestly playful environmental interaction, such that 
play(fulness) across multiple modalities occurs, thus multiplying the potential for perceptual 
exemplification and ecological recalibration.  The above perficipant experienced increased 
propensity for play(fulness) and altered perception pertaining even to their own ontology, 
the latter of which arguably increases the likelihood and potential extent of recalibration, as 
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ƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐďĞŝŶŐŝƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚ ?WŽƐƚ-Wandercast, they were  “ƐƚŝůůƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ? ?
ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ “ƐŵĂůůĞƌƚŚĂŶŶŽƌŵĂů ? ? 
 
Given their aesthetic value, PAWs present a rich vein of research potential, the surface of 
which has barely been scratched.  I contend that participatory performance mediated 
through podcasts has considerable potential in many areas.  In this endeavour, I suggest 
that ecological and phenomenological lenses will be invaluable, hence my integrating the 
ƚǁŽŚĞƌĞ ?WtƐ ? portability, global reach, and embeddedness within Web 2.0 frameworks 
means that they have the capacity to artistically and actively address issues of global 
significance such as the ecological crisis.  Furthermore, as Wondermart demonstrates, the 
ubiquity of headphone-wearing in contemporary metropolitan society means that the 
podcast medium provides an opportunity for the incursion of art into almost any sphere of 
life without arousing suspicion.  Normative patterns of behaviour may thus be disrupted 
from inside and ecological recalibration achieved.  However, a major issue requiring further 
research and innovation is how to assuage listener-ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-consciousness.  In the 
next chapter, I discuss how I explored the potential for Spinstallation, the performance 
ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƚŽďŽƚŚĂƐƐƵĂŐĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-consciousness and offer tactics for living life as 
art without the mediation of headphones.  I was unable, during this research, to explore the 
potential of the PAW format to specifically instigate group play(fulness).  However, 
Spinstallation, the subject of the next case study, does just that. 
 
PAWs effect coupling between perfilitation, perficipation, and environment, as well as 
exploiting both performativity and the sonic medium to exemplify the invitational nature of 
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĂŶĞƐ ?>ĞƉĞĐŬŝŽďƐĞƌǀĞ ? “transmissibility of the senses is one of 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?s most powerful performatives ? (2012: 4).  Why not give Wandercast a try and 





Chapter 7: Spinstallation Case 
Study 
 
7.1: Introduction  
 
This chapter addresses the third and final strand to my PaR: the workshop.  I chart 
Spinstallation ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽŶŝƚƐŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ ?/
describe, compare, and contrast each of Spinstallation ?ƐƐŝǆŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĚĂƚĞ ?ďĞŐŝŶŶŝng 
with S-Zero and tackling each in turn, chronologically.  This chronological treatment of 
Spinstallation ?ƐŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĨŽƌƚŚĞŵĂŝŶďŽĚǇŽĨƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
topped and tailed by a consideration of Spinstallation ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ to the installtion.  
Although this was not my original intention, as I will discuss, Spinstallation ?ƐĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ
brought this strand to operate within an official initiative at the University of Kent: the 
Researcher Development Programme, run by the Graduate School.  Therefore, as noted in 
the Roadmap, at 1.6.7, a key element of the know-how articulated in this chapter relates to 
the negotiation between the expectations and requirements of the various stakeholders in 
such a situation, whilst maintaining the integrity of the practice.  This issue is of vital 
importance if 4P practitioners are to successfully make a living, since working alongside, 
and/or collaborating with, institutions and organisations currently forms a major part of 
ŵĂŶǇƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ?ǁŽƌŬ ?ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐƐǇƐƚĞŵ ? 
I address the key themes, challenges, and discoveries of each iteration, citing 
perficipant feedback throughout.  As mentioned in 1.3.1, Spinstallation is the most overtly 
pedagogical strand.  My experience and development of Spinstallation both informs and is 
informed by my development of ludic pedagogy (LP); this chapter thus articulates PaR into 
>W ?Ɛ workings.  Spinstallation has proved practically and theoretically difficult, hence my 
articulating the necessary negotiations and focusing on methodology in this chapter.  
Nonetheless, these difficulties have provided learning opportunities, as I shall discuss.  Also, 
feedback suggests that at least some perficipant learning took place during each iteration.  
As intimated in the Roadmap, at 1.6.7, and in the conclusion to Chapter 6 above, the social 
learning aspect of LP raises the potential for perficipant self-consciousness to inhibit 
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play(fulness).  Considerations of research validity have led me to seek Spinstallation 
perficipant groups comprised of individuals who are unlikely to have had extensive previous 
experience of interacting ludically with each other, otherwise any ludicality observed could 
not reasonably be attributed to Spinstallation ŝƚƐĞůĨ ?KǁŝŶŐƚŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ
unfamiliarity, I considered that self-consciousness would likely be an important issue to 
address; therefore, I ensured that I reflected upon perficipant self-consciousness at each 
workshop and responded accordingly as the strand developed.  In this chapter, I articulate 
the know-how I employed, and/or developed, to combat self-consciousness, which includes 
techniques drawn from drama, popular performance, and visual art.  I first consider 
Spinstallation ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŚĞĂƌƚŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶďĞĨŽƌĞĚŝƐĐƵƐŝŶŐĞĂĐŚŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚƵƌŶ ?
then end by revisiting the topic of the installation. 
 
7.1.1: Spinstallation ² an Installation 
 
Spinstallation is so called because it originated in an idea to put a spin on the installation.  In 
collaboration with traditional skills practitioners and with participation from outreach 
groups, I wanted to create a series of interactive installations from materials found in or 
native to the particular environment, the first of which was to be a woodland.  The 
installations were to provide affordances for multisensory ludic behaviour (the key senses 
being kinaesthetic, tactile, visual, and auditory) and to engage creatively and playfully with 
historical practices of the location.  Although this idea was not realised in full,23 
Spinstallation ?ƐƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚďĞŐĂŶŝŶƚŚŝƐĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŚĂƐŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚ
engagement with the notion of the art installation throughout,24 a topic I shall revisit once 
that trajectory has been plotted.   
                                                          
23 For an early ideas-tests, see PML\ Spinstallation Video\Woodland Xylophone and 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-creepeeteepee/ (PML\Spinstallation Images\CreepeeTeepee Ideas Test).  
24 Though the name Spinstallation impelled me to frequently consider the relationship of this strand to the 
notion of an installation, this was not necessarily a driving force in its development.  As will hopefully become 
clear, Spinstallation developed along a trajectory which sought to strike an ever finer balance between the 
overall aims of this project and the requirements of the particular setting.  It is only in analysis that 
Spinstallation ?Ɛ ever-present engagement with the installation has been fully teased out. 
One reason that Spinstallation moved away from my initial plans was that the idea of playfully engaging with 
historical practices of the location feeds into a more traditionĂů ‘ƐŝƚĞ-ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ?ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐŵǇƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
moved towards rooted placelessness. 
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 As Claire Bishop (2005) observes, the distinction between the installation of art and 
ŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶĂƌƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ ? ? ?0s.  Bishop 
characterises the former as being where individual pieces take precedence over their 
installation, whereas the latter conceives of the space and its contents as an irreducible 
artistic whole.  In both cases, installation implies an aspiration tŽŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?Ɛ
awareness of how the space is configured and the responses that this elicits.  However, 
ŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶĂƌƚ “ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞƐƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂƐĂůŝƚĞƌĂůƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞƐƉĂĐĞ Q
[presupposing] an embodied ǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?ǁŚŽƐĞĞǀĞƌǇƐĞŶƐĞŝƐŝŶƚended to be heightened 
 ?ŝƐŚŽƉ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?ƐĐŽƌƉŽƌĞĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬŚĂƐ ?
Bishop argues, led installation art to be framed as participatory.25  Spinstallation puts a spin 
on this, in a sense, because perficipants not only participate through experience but actively 
generate the work.  As I shall explore in relation to later iterations, one could even say that 
they become the installation itself.  I am also mindful of, and playfully embrace, the 
possibility that the shifting relationship Spinstallation bears to notions of the installation 
exemplifies the way in which the many and various applications of the term installation 
ƐĞƌǀĞƚŽ “ĂůŵŽƐƚƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞŝƚĨƌŽŵŚĂǀŝŶŐĂŶǇŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ? 
 Although Spinstallation has been particularly troublesome, it is for this reason 
perhaps where &ƌĞĞŵĂŶ ?Ɛ(2010) notion of PaR pentimento is most in evidence within this 
project.  Pentimento is a term drawn from fine art discourse, meaning the revealing of a 
ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐ ?ƐƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐĚƌĂĨƚƐĂƐƚhe uppermost layer of paint  W  “ƚŚĞĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚĂƌƚŝĐůĞ ?  W becomes 
transparent over time (Freeman, 2010: xii).  Freeman relates this to the processual character 
and continuous revision at the heart of PaR, which lays bare all inchoate ideas and roads left 
untravelled, an idea which chimes also with the subjectivity-embracing models of both 
Nelson (2013) and Trimingham (2002).26  In fact, it was only latterly that I saw through 
                                                          
25 Therefore, installation art has a similar genealogy to my performance methodology (4P).  A parallel and 
intertwined history, shared by both installation and 4P, is that of site-responsivity.  Both of these histories can 
arguably be traced back through happenings, minimalist sculpture, Situationist psychogeography, surrealism, 
and Dada, to the Futurists, who signified the first modern effort to take artistic practice away from institutions 
and out into the (urban) environment (Goldberg, 2001: 16). 
26 Much like the way in which installation art demands a subjective approach to its critique (Bishop, 2005: 10 W
11), PaR is a largely subjective endeavour.  This is reflected in NelƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ ?ŝŶƐŝĚĞƌ ? QŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚ
dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵ ?Ɛ “ ?ŚĞƌŵĞŶĞƵƚŝĐ-interpretatŝǀĞ ?ƐƉŝƌĂů ?(2002: 56).  In terms of pentimento, parallels are also 
ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶ&ƌĞĞŵĂŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂƚŚǇdƵƌŶĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞůĂǇĞƌŝŶŐĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƐŝƚĞ-
specifŝĐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂƐ “ƉĂůŝŵƉƐĞƐƚ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽa writing surface on which a series of texts have been 
inscribed, effaced, and overwritten but on which traces of the previous writings can still be seen.   
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recent layers and realised that what I had taken to be an organised version of 
Perplexpedition is actually more appropriately categorised as the first iteration of 
Spinstallation: S-Zero.  It is to Spinstallation ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂůƚƌĂũĞĐƚŽƌǇƚŚĂƚ/ŶŽǁƚƵƌŶ ?
beginning with the aforementioned  ‘Spinstallation ŝŶĚŝƐŐƵŝƐĞ ? ? 
 
7.2: S-ZERO ² Penryn Playfulness 
 
This session took place as part of Where to? Steps Towards the Future of Walking Arts, a 
symposium held at the University of Falmouth on the 16th of April, 2015.  I was invited to 
conduct a ludic walk during the lunch break.  As mentioned above, I devised what I 
conceived of as a showcase of Perplexpedition tactics, which were chosen (or invented 
during preparatory on-site play) for their capacity to instigate the enaction of primarily 
physical ludic affordances.27  However, since symposium attendees signed up in advance 
and had the opportunity to read prior information contained in my abstract, the event 
essentially became a workshop.  It is also the case that, while Perplexpedition developed 
into a choice-based event with the devising of the Ludic Menu, Spinstallation developed into 
a task-based event, as will become evident.   
For pragmatic and contextual reasons, S-Zero became a task-based follow-my-
leader-type session,28 exploring ludic affordances around the uppermost entrance to the 
Exchange building where the symposium took place.  Unlike later iterations, there were no 
preliminary activities.  However, I did sketch a rough plan for the gathered perficipants 
before embarking on our journey, signalling its ludic nature through a developing persona 
that would become Captain Ludicrous.29  Since people had physically signed up on the day 
and since the event took place in an educational establishment, I used the sign-up sheet as a 
register, which I (playfully) called out as if we were at secondary school (before commencing 
video-recording). 
                                                          
27 This was in no small part because Perplexpedition was the only strand that I had tested practically at the 
time. 
28 I knew that my time-slot was very short, at only 20 minutes (due to sessions overrunning, this was reduced 
to 15mins on the day); I also knew that my perficipants would be expecting a walk. 
29 For a breakdown of the S-Zero tasks, see A7.0. 
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The key discovery from S-Zero relates to the social aspect of the work.  Having 
framed the session as Perplexpedition, my initial reflections were that the intimacy of 
interaction between myself and the perficipants was less than in my initial Perplexpedition 
pieces.  However, this is almost inevitable; the greater the number of perficipants, the less 
contact a lone perfilitator can make with individuals during the same period.  Relatedly, 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐǀŽĐĂůĚĞůŝǀĞƌǇŶĞcessarily changes when addressing a large group outdoors, especially 
if the group are moving through the space; I found myself employing a declamatory tone 
and increased volume in order to be heard and understood.  It is also the case that the 
structure of a workshop formalises the relationship between perfilitator and perficipant, 
making equivalence between the two harder to achieve than within the risky, messy, and 
unpredictable structure of a Perplexpedition intervention.  This is not to say that a 
formalised, perfilitator-as-playmaster relationship stifles perficipant play necessarily, but it 
does seem that the subtle, shifting affectivities which characterise my notion of Playfulness 
are more difficult to establish between perfilitator and perficipant(s) in such a situation. 
What was surprising were the internal dynamics that spontaneously formed within 
the perficipant group.  The interplay between perficipants was such that once I had set up 
the task-based scenario it took on a life of its own, again exemplifying ecological 
embeddedness.  For example, perficipants spontaneously sought to help one another leap 
across the concrete chasm (06:46).30  I experienced similar decentring to that which Kershaw 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ P “As if one were in an event created by somebody else, being performed by 
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W emphasis original), despite the fact that Kershaw and I were 
the creators of our respective performance pieces. 
                                                          






Given that social play31 makes up a significant proportion, if not the majority, of 
ŚƵŵĂŶƉůĂǇ ?/ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚƚŚĂƚŵĂŶǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐďĞŐĂŶĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐ
simple group games, such as bouncing balls to each other during The Rubber Biscuit Barrel 
(09:04).   
                                                          
31 Ǉ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůƉůĂǇ ? ?/ĂŵƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽĂůůƉůĂǇƚŚĂƚŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŽŶĞƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ďĞƚŚĂƚŚĂǀŝŶŐĂůĂƵŐŚǁŝƚŚĂ
friend or the activities of a Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game such as World of Warcraft.  
(Interestingly, one perficipant commented that their S-Zero experience was reminiscent of a computer game; 
they enjoyed  “levelling up ? as they gained confidence to do more challenging things, further commenting that 
it was like augmenting reality without the use of technology.)  Since humanity is a social species (Dunbar, 
1998), it is a point of fact that a significant proportion of human play will be social, just as with any other 
context of activity.  Indeed, within the empirical literature, sociability is posited as a core component of 
playfulness (when playfulness is construed as a psychological construct  W e.g. Proyer & Jehle, 2013; Barnett, L., 
2007). 





Although I was interested from the outset in the social aspect of the work, the solo nature 
of doctorates makes it difficult to envisage what might happen when moving from solo-
devising-play to social-performance-play.  Admittedly, my planning and preconceptions of S-
Zero were coloured by my solo perspective, which is something that I sought to address in 
future work.  Much like a stand-up comedian, a Spinstallation (or Perplexpedition) 
ƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ “ ?ŐĂŝŶƐ ?ƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐůŝƚƚůĞĨƌŽŵ QƌĞŚĞĂƌƐĂů ? ?ůůĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŽŶĞƌĞĂƐŽŶ
why this project constitutes PaR; the above discoveries can only be made in the doing of the 
performances themselves that thus become both research process and output.   
As I have expressed in this section and the introduction, S-Zero was not planned as a 
Spinstallation at all, hence my retrospectively naming it S-Zero.  This indicates the non-
linearity of my research process, which I have noted throughout this writing.  The first 
Spinstallation that I conceived of as such from its inception (S1), as I discuss below, was 
designed for families and exhibits a decidedly different atmosphere to S-Zero, which is 
unsurprising given the non-linearity of the relationship between S-Zero and S1.  
Fig.33: Spontaneous ludic sociality. 
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Nonetheless, their task-based structure indicates their commonality, as well as the 
similarities owing to the 4P methodology that is immanent to every instance of the practice; 
for example, both S-Zero and S1 involve movement through the environment (the 
Peripatetic pillar of 4P). 
 
7.3: S1 ² Mini Worlds 
 
This iteration explicitly sought to investigate social aspects of play(fulness); specifically the 
potential for intergenerational learning32 provided by ludic interactions within families.33  S1 
took place in the RSPB nature reserve at Rough Common, just outside Canterbury, on the 
22nd of August, 2015.  Captain Ludicrous, assisted by Lieutenant Crumps (my lovely, helpful 
sister), inducted the assembled civilians into LudiCo.  This was accomplished by each civilian 
devising an explorer name for themselves, thereby implicitly engaging their subjunctivity 
and entering a performance frame by conceiving of themselves as someone else; this 
technique was used in every later iteration.  LudiCo then set off in search of Twiglets: 
spiritual guardians of the woodland who look mysteriously like twigs.34  Once acquainted 
with the TwigletƐ ?>ƵĚŝŽƐŽƵŐŚƚŽƵƚƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?ŚŽŵĞƐƚĞĂĚƐ ?ƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚůǇƐƉƌƵĐŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ
up and upgrading them where necessary.35 
                                                          
32 This research focus for S1 was influenced by the work of Cambridge Curiosity & Imagination, a Cambridge-
based organisation for the development of creative pedagogy, who seek to have children and families lead 
their explorations (see Cambridge C & I, n.d.:[online]). 
33 I chose not to specify age ranges in the hope of maximising uptake of places, instead describing the 
workshŽƉĂƐ “ĨƵŶĨŽƌĂůůƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ĂŶĚĨƌĂŵŝŶŐŝƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶƚĞƌŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐďǇƐƚĂƚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĂƚ “ǇŽƵƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚŐƌĂŶĚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŵŝŐŚƚƚĞĂĐŚǇŽƵĂƚŚŝŶŐŽƌƚǁŽ ? ? (For the flyer used to seek S1 
perficipants, see A7.1.)  Since this is primarily not an empirical project and does not possess isolatable 
variables, I argue that it is quite permissible to frame an event in terms of my research interests.  By informing 
adults that they might learn from their children or grandchildren during the workshop, I aimed to informally 
ƐŝŐŶĂůƚŚĂƚĂůůĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĞƐǁĞƌĞƚŽĨƵůůǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞ ?ƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚƚŽďĞĂŶĂĨƚĞƌŶŽŽŶ ?ƐĨƌĞĞĐŚŝůĚĐĂƌĞ ? 
34 Twiglets often disintegrate themselves when taking on twig-ĨŽƌŵ ?ƐŽ>ƵĚŝŽ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚƚĂƐk was to find the 
various body parts of the Twiglets and tie them together with string.   
35 WůĞĂƐĞƐĞĞƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽŽĨ>ƵĚŝŽ ?ƐĞǆƉůŽŝƚƐŚĞƌĞhttp://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-realm-of-the-twiglets 
(PML\Spinstallation Video\S1 The Realm of the Twiglets). 
zŽƵĐĂŶƌĞĂĚĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ ?ƌĞƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƐĞĞƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨdǁŝŐůĞƚƐŚĞƌĞ





Whereas S-Zero had a wilfully self-selecting group of perficipants, drawn from a 
community of individuals with an existing interest in peripatetic arts practice, I wanted S1 
perficipants to be drawn from as wide a variety of communities and socioeconomic 
backgrounds as possible.  Another aim was thus to explore the possibility that ludic 4P might 
facilitate dialogue between individuals from groups which tend to have little contact with 
one another, potentially increasing understanding.  A somewhat utopian aim, perhaps, but 
grounded in the paradox that play(fulness) is both disruptive (Sutton-Smith, 1997: 148) and 
socialising (Huizinga, [1938] 1970). 
 
7.3.1: S1 ² Ludic Disruption & Socialisation 
 
Though I disagree both with his assertion that playfulness can exist independently of play 
and that mundanity and play constitute different realities, as expressed in 2.4, my view and 
HandelmĂŶ ?ƐƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?s disruptiveness.  For Handelman, the 
Fig.34: Installation of Twiglet 
bandstand and soup station. 
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 “presence of playfulness disrupts the most routine of expectations  Q ?injecting] speedy 
uncertainty into the most expected of social ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ? (2001: 11,504).  In my view, no social 
practices are devoid of uncertainty  W even the most expected (cf. Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009: 
476).36  What play(fulness) does, I argue, is specifically play upon this uncertainty, 
exemplifying and intensifying it.  As I argued in 4.3.2 & 4.5, ludic-ecological performance 
reveals uncertainty as an extensive Batesonian pattern-which-connects. 
It is this exemplification and intensification ŽĨƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇƚŚĂƚ “makes play perhaps 
the most fruitful of contexts of socialization ? (Handelman, 2001: 11,504), as I intimated in 
3.6.1.3.  The uncertainty of play(fulness), as I noted in 1.1, also positions the phenomenon 
ĂƐĂŶĂƌĞŶĂŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĞƌĂƌĚŝ ?Ɛ “ĐŽŶũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ?ďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐŽĐĐƵƌƐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞ
ŝŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂĐǇŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐĂ “ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶĂůĂŶĚƉƌĞĐĂƌŝŽƵƐƐǇŶƚŽŶǇ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĂŶĚ
understanding are negotiated (2014: 18).  Another aspect that plays into play(fulness) ?s 
propensity for socialisation, for ŵǇƐĞůĨĂŶĚ,ĂŶĚĞůŵĂŶ ?ŝƐƚŚĂƚ “(T)he playful is full of the 
impulse to perceive and feel in ways other than those offered by the immediacy of a given 
ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? (2001: 11,504), thŽƵŐŚ/ǁŽƵůĚƌĞƉůĂĐĞ ‘a given ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ǁŝƚŚ ‘ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?ƚŚŝƐ
ontological change further demonstrates the link that I perceive between play(fulness) and 
ĞƌĂƌĚŝ ?ƐĞŵƉĂƚŚĞƚŝĐĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐŝŶŐconjunction (2014: 18).  Handelman also parallels an 
argument from Chapter 4 by explicitly associating the aforementioned impulse, and 
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?s metacommunicative aspects, with cognitive complexification.  Cognitive 
complexification and socialisation likely go hand in hand, sinĐĞĞĂĐŚǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?s 
ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůďƌĂŝŶŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐƉŽƐŝƚƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŝŵĂƚĞƐ ?ůĂƌŐĞďƌĂŝŶƐƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚĞ
complexity of their social systems (Dunbar, 1998: 178), suggesting an ecological relationship 
between cognitive and social complexification. 
Unfortunately, S1 shed little light on Spinstallation ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽĞŝƚŚĞƌ
intergenerational- or inter-community-learning.  Despite hand-delivering over 500 leaflets 
to households which appeared to occupy a large spread of the socioeconomic spectrum, all 
the families that signed up to S1 turned out to be acquainted.  This was because one of the 
                                                          
36 One can argue this point from a dynamical systems/phenomenology perspective (Fuchs & De Jaegher, 2009), 
or by citing the intractability of the epistemological aspect of ƚŚĞ ‘ŽƚŚĞƌŵŝŶĚƐƉƌŽďůĞŵ ? ?,ǇƐůŽƉ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?Ɛ
discussed in A4.4 WA4.4.1, I argue that, strictly speaking, it is erroneous to assert the existence of individual 
minds at all.  Therefore, the problem of other minds woulĚďĞĚŝƐƐŽůǀĞĚ ?ǇĞƚƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵŽĨ ‘ŵǇŵŝŶĚ ?ǁŽƵůĚ




parents to whom I had given a leaflet at a municipal play-area had posted an image of it on 
her online group for fellow home-schooling parents.  All S1 perficipants were associated 
with this online group and therefore had existing social connections prior to the event, 
which effectively denied the possibility of generating fresh lines of inter-community 
dialogue.37  Furthermore, either negligible intergenerational learning took place, or my 
feedback questionnaire was not able to elicit testimony regarding this issue. 
 
7.3.2: S1 ² Perficipant Feedback38 
 
All respondents indicated that the level of their interactions with other perficipants (not 
part of their family or group) was moderate or high.  This suggests a possibility for inter-
community dialogue; however, any effect attributable to the workshop is questionable due 
to the pre-existence of relationships between perficipants.  Six respondents felt that there 
was no difference between how they behaved during S1 and how they would normally 
behave in the woods (i.e. scoring one); the other three indicated moderate or maximum 
difference (scoring two, three, five).  It is difficult to see much possibility for 
intergenerational learning if no difference in behaviour has been perceived, as was the case 
with the majority of respondents.39  However, such potential appears to have been 
significantly present for some.  I also directly asked whether perficipants felt they had learnt 
                                                          
37 However, it is likely that existing bonds were strengthened by the communal experience and diversified by 
the novel patterns of behaviour involved in S1.  The fact that all were associated with the group does not entail 
that all individual perficipants knew each other.  Therefore, it is also likely that S1 also facilitated the formation 
of new bonds within the group, just not between groups (since, for the purposes of this analysis, all S1 
perficipants formed part of the same group). 
38 All Likert scales possessed five points.  This is the case across all Spinstallation feedback questionnaires.  Full 
responses to all S1, S2, S4 & S5 feedback questionnaires can be accessed through A7.7 (PML\Spinstallation 
Feedback Questionnaire Responses).  In S1, there were 18 perficipants (seven adults, one 9yr old, one 8yr old, 
two 7yr olds, two 5yr olds, one 4yr old, one 3yr old, and two under 2yrs old) and nine feedback respondents.  I 
asked the parent-perficipants to fill in feedback both on their own behalf and that of their children; three of 
ƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ĐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĂĚƵůƚ-observed responses of multiple children.  Although this is not ideal, it was a 
pragmatic decision taken to maximise the scope and depth of the feedback received, taking into account the 
inappropriateness of asking young children to fill in a questionnaire.  As it was, some parents elicited and 
recorded responses from their children, though this was not something that I directly requested. 
39 My hypothesis was not that anyone might learn anything in particular, but that insights might arise from 
ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?/ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐĞĚƚŚĂƚ^ ? ?ƐŶŽŶ-hierarchical structure might allow 
children to take a lead in activities and for parents to behave in novel ways, thus affording bidirectional 
intergenerational learning.  This is not to be construed as an instrumental aim, but rather as an investigation 
ŝŶƚŽǁŚĞƚŚĞƌĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĐŽƵůĚďĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ?^ĂĚůǇ ?ŝƚĐŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŵĞĂŶ
that ludic-participatory performance and intergenerational learning are not positively associated. 
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anything about or from their child(ren), parent(s), or guardian(s) during the workshop.  This 
only received one useful response which was still rather vague.  One parent said that they 
ŚĂĚůĞĂƌŶƚ “ĂůŽƚ ?ĂŶĚthat it would only be fully realised as they reflected on the workshop 
over the coming weeks.  Though not exactly conclusive, this perficipant does at least 
anticipate effects persisting beyond the workshop. 
 One thing I learnt from S1, which strongly shaped Spinstallation ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂů
trajectory, was the difficulty of contacting and gathering perficipants for pre-planned 
practice as a lone perfilitator, which is in contrast to a spontaneous intervention such as 
Perplexpedition.  There are difficulties with engaging perficipants in spontaneous practice, 
as I noted in Chapter 5 (see, in particular, footnote 40) and 4.3.1, yet spontaneous practice 
nonetheless benefits from a fairly ready supply of potential perficipants for any perfilitator 
operating in an area of relatively dense population.  Therefore, a change in approach to 
Spinstallation-perficipant recruitment was required for S2, which was to have significant 
effects on the characteristics of this strand going forward. 
 
7.4: S2 ² Playfulness & Creativity 
 
The disappointment of S1 led me to pursue a more pragmatic and manageable approach to 
future Spinstallations; namely by engaging with organisations and institutions that have 
existing initiatives into which Spinstallation could be integrated.  This would allow me to 
gain access to groups of potential perficipants whom it would be more difficult for me to 
contact on my own.  Although, this created its own challenges, as I shall discuss.  The choice 
to collaborate with organisations/institutions entailed tightening the perficipant focus from 
as wide as possible, as in S1, back to a particular community,40 as in S-Zero; indeed, S-Zero 
was itself situated within the institutional context of an arts-academic conference.  I had 
initially been reluctant to site any practical explorations on university campuses if possible,41 
my experience being that social norms tend to be more flexible and ludic affordances more 
                                                          
40 I am referring to community here based on a single variable.  For example, in S-Zero the community was 
comprised of people interested and/or engaged in walking arts practice.  Within any one such community 
there will be members of various other communities depending upon where one draws the boundary lines. 
41 In the case of S-Zero I had no such choice, since the duration of the lunch break in the symposium prevented 
travelling any significant distance from the Exchange building. 
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readily enacted in such spaces.  I considered that my practice would face a greater challenge 
 W and therefore would possess greater research validity  W if conducted elsewhere.  
However, it was put to me that I might propose a ludic workshop to the Graduate School, 
since academics in general could do with opportunities for play(fulness).42   
/ŚĂĚŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŵǇĂƌĞŶĂŽĨƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂƐ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ? ?ĂŶĚŶŽǁ
considered what these might be.  I concluded that a simple, logical definition, similar to 
ZĞůƉŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P132) and useful for communication with non-specialists, might be those 
environments which one regularly inhabits during the patterns of activity that comprise 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌŬĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůůŝĨĞ ?43  ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐůǇ ?/ďĞŐĂŶŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽ ‘ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƚŚĂƚ )
peopůĞŝŶŚĂďŝƚ ? ?dŚŝƐďĞŝŶŐƐŽ ?ĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƐŝŶĐĞƉŽƐƚŐƌĂĚƵĂƚĞƐƚĞŶĚƚŽŚĂǀĞĂŵŽƌĞ
workmanlike relationship with university and its spaces, I considered that a workshop which 
sought to foster a ludic disposition in postgraduates would be a worthwhile research 
endeavour.  S2 took place at Kent on the 24th of May, 2016.   
My main challenge in devising S2 was how to maintain the integrity of the project, 
i.e. its argument against the instrumentalisation of play(fulness), whilst creating a workshop 
that both the Graduate School and postgraduates would perceive as being of benefit.  The 
way that I sought to address this seemingly intractable problem was to frame the 
ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůďĞŶĞĨŝƚŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƚŚĞŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĂŶĚ
creativity, as established in Chapter 2.  In so doing, and by stressing that only creative 
potential might be forthcoming, I hoped I might avoid the instrumentalisation of 
play(fulness) to which this project is diametrically opposed.   
Furthermore, S2 needed to be designed for both its perficipants and its 
environmental setting.  This had been the case with S-Zero and S1, S1 having been designed 
                                                          
42 This suggestion was made by Iain MacKenzie of the School of Politics and International Relations at Kent 
during one of his Critical Methods workshops.  Iain envisaged a ludic workshop taking place within the 
'ƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ^ĐŚŽŽů ?ƐĚǀĂŶĐĞĚdƌĂŝŶŝŶŐƉƌogramme, as do his Critical Methods sessions, which researchers of all 
levels of experience and institutional affiliation (and unaffiliated individuals) are able to attend.  Unfortunately, 
I was unable to gain entry to the Advanced Training programme as a facilitator. 
43 A more abstract, inverse definition, pertinent to this project as viewed from a theoretical perspective, is de 
ĞƌƚĞĂƵ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƐƉĂĐĞĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?that patterns of activity shape the 
environments in which they occur.  /ŶŽƚĞĂůƐŽƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐŚĂƉĞƐŽŶĞ ?ƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŽƉĞŶ
plan offices leading to self-monitoring (Bogost, 2016: 99).  Therefore, I argue that the relationship is an 
ecological one.  A central argument here is that a ludic disposition will shape spatial practices, which thus 
ƐŚĂƉĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐƉĂĐĞ ?Ɛ ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚƵƐƐŚĂƉĞƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐƉĂƚŝĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?ŝŶǁŚĂƚ/ƚĞƌŵĂůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ? 
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to be accessible to all ages and tailored to a woodland environment, and S-Zero having been 
designed for artist-academics and tailored to an academic (physical) environment.  S2 
needed to cater to all postgraduates and be tailored to both the physical and conceptual 
ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ŶĚǁŚĂƚƐĂǇƐ ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝƐĞĚĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƌŝŐŽƵƌ ? better than a 
presentation with PowerPoint?  Nothing: so I wrote one, primarily drawing on Chapter 2, 
ƚŚƵƐƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůůǇŐƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƐŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ ?44  I stated within the presentation 
that neither was the workshop intended to make participants playful, nor would doing so 
make anyone creative, and explicitly framed the workshop as presenting invitations for 
participants to seek out their own notion of Playfulness.  I further expressed that this was a 
longitudinal endeavour which might develop creative potential.  Nonetheless, one 
participant left S2 approximately half-way-through because, for them, the workshop was 
 “ŶŽƚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞĞŶŽƵŐŚ ? ?45  *Sigh*. 
 
7.4.1: S2 ² Ludic Action Research 
 
The main discovery from S2 related to a potential additional framing for perficipants as 
research collaborators, which arose from discussion with one S2 perficipant immediately 
ĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?/ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ^ ? ?ƐŵĂŝŶƚĂƐŬƚŽďĞŽŶĞŽĨĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞǀŝĚĞŽƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ
partly because video-documenting S-ĞƌŽ ?ƐĂŶĚ^ ? ?ƐůĂƌŐĞ-groups with only one camera had 
proved difficult, but also in the hope of fostering greater interaction between perficipants.  
dŚĞŵĂŝŶƚĂƐŬŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƐůĂƚƚĞƌƐƚĂŐĞƐ ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƉƌĞůŝŵŝŶĂƌǇƚĂƐŬƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ
ƚŽŐĞƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ůƵĚŝĐũƵŝĐĞƐĨůŽwing, as outlined below.   
After the presentation, perficipants were inducted into LudiCo by way of adopting a 
new identity, as in S1.  Next, there was a short wordplay session in which perficipants 
renamed elements of their work environment, conceptual and/or material, and explored 
                                                          
44 In hindsight, it was overly detailed and technical, although it did also feature performance elements such as 
a vignette where I attempted to explain my distinction between play and Playfulness by first 
anthropomorphising a pencil (play) then imbuing it with self-awareness (PůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?/ ?ŵŶŽƚƐƵƌĞĂŶǇŽŶĞ 
fully got it, though.  I sought to develŽƉƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶĨƵƚƵƌĞŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
45 I was a little taken aback and more than a little annoyed by this at the time (not that I let on of course; I am a 
professional after all), but, looking back, it is quite ironic.  It also demonstrated that I needed to work harder 
still in order to clearly frame the workshop for all perficipants, which I sought to do in later Graduate School 




the potential for seeing elements of their research from a new angle by generating related 
neologisms.  We then created totemic figures which would be used in the main task.46   
 
 
The aim was for the act of creation to forge an affective bond between perficipant and 
ĨŝŐƵƌĞ ?ƚŚĞŶĨŽƌƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞĨŝŐƵƌĞƚŽĞĂƐĞ
perficipants into public play(fulness).  To warm up physically, we engaged in a short, ludic 
follow-my-leader around the building, each perficipant taking a turn to lead the group in 
ludic interaction with the space.  (There was a lot of jumping about, twirling, and rolling 
along walls, etc.)   
Then came the main event.  In small groups of two or three, perficipants explored 
ludic affordances within the area surrounding the Graduate School building by completing 
and recording three Playfulness Tasks each.  One Task requested that perficipants engage 
the environment through their totemic figure, while the other two required ludic interaction 
                                                          
46 This developed from a method I devised during a residential creative workshop with John Fox and Sue Gill, 
formerly of Welfare State ĂŶĚŶŽǁŽĨĞĂĚ'ŽŽĚ'ƵŝĚĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞĂƚƚŚĞĐŽƵƉůĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ
18th  W 21st May, 2015. 
Fig.35 PĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ ?
S2 Totemic Figure. 
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as themselves.  The Tasks either foregrounded physical play(fulness), imaginative 
play(fulness), or a combination and were designed so as to provide enough interpretative 
flexibility that personal creativity would not be inhibited.47  Once the tasks were completed, 
all perficipants reconvened and transferred their videos to me so that we could partake in a 
plenary-style work-sharing.  Four (of ten) perficipants also agreed both to contribute their 
videos to the project and for them to be published;48 I address the ethical issues 














                                                          
47 The S2 Tasks can be found in A7.2. 
48 You can view them here http://bit.ly/2qpyMIn (PML\Spinstallation Video\S2 Playfulness & Creativity). 
Captain Ludicrous has chosen the following as the best work for each task.  Task 1: Red Chief Hopelessly Late, 
The Climb, which engages both with the physical environment of the Graduate School and the conceptual 
environment of the university.  Task 2: Cosmic Chaos, The Bins, which shows the adoption of a persona; also, 
when you think all options have been exhausted, Cosmic Chaos makes another discovery in the moment.  Task 
3: Master of Disaster, Balls of Hercules, which shows good commitment and development of action from 
Master of Disaster, good commentary from The Angry Zen, and good collaboration between the two.  Captain 
Ludicrous awards the accolade of Star Recruit to Master of Disaster, in recognition also of her work in The 
Fruits of Wisdom. 
Fig.36: Red Chief Hopelessly 







My interest in having perficipants document their own work was pragmatic in two senses.  
&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ŝŶƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽEĞůƐŽŶ ?ƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŽďƵŝůĚĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƚŚĞWĂZ49 and, 
secondly, as an efficient means of gathering the most comprehensive documentation.  I 
                                                          
49 As mentioned in 1.2.4, this suggestion was made during personal dialogue with Nelson as part of a seminar 
he held at Kent on the 20th of November, 2014. 
Fig.37: Cosmic Chaos  W The Bins. 
Fig.38: Master of Disaster 




some kind of queueing system, which would have unhelpfully formalised the process, 
arguably made the experience boring, and potentially added to perficipant anxiety.  This last 
point indicates a crucial methodological reason: I was keen to see what perficipants would 
get up to in my absence, hopefully lessening any feeling of their actions being judged.  
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǀĞƌǇĂĐƚŽĨĨŝůŵŝŶŐŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
 As noted above, it was only in speaking to an anthropology-PhD-perficipant after S2 
that I discovered the main task had a form somewhat analogous to participatory action 
research (PAR).  This collaborative method sees participants actively contribute to a 
reflective research programme, the practical outcomes of which are integrated into their 
lives (McIntyre, 2007).  The main difference between my methodology and PAR is that 
perficipants have no direct role in the planning of the research process, though it is hoped 
that some might help to disseminate the research through continued ludic environmental 
interaction.  There is crossover here too with ethnography, since both Spinstallation and 
Perplexpedition ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇŝŶǀŽůǀĞ “ƐŽĐŝĂůĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǁŝƚŚĂŐĞŶƚƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐĂ
ǁŚŽůĞƐĞĞŬƐƚŽŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞĂŶĚĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚ “ƚŚĞŝƌƌĞĚƵĐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŚƵŵĂŶĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?tŝůůŝƐ ?
Trondman, 2000: 5).  However, the association with PAR is perhaps stronger, since this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŐŽĞƐďĞǇŽŶĚĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ
shape the research trajectory, as this chapter hopefully demonstrates.  The early stages of 
S2 WS5 could be considered perficipant-researcher training before perficipants undertake 
their own PaR during the main task. 
 
7.4.2: S2 ² Ethical Difficulties 
 
As S2 had dual status both as part of the Graduate School researcher development 
programme and as research itself,50 I wanted to balance the need for informed consent with 
free and open engagement in the workshop.  Crucially, I did not want to dissuade any 
potential perficipants from signing up due to the mistaken belief that they would be 
subjects in an experiment.  Irrespective of any association with PAR, all strands of this 
                                                          
50 This is without taking into account Spinstallation ?ƐƐƚĂƚƵƐĂƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂů
phenomenon (see Chapter 4 for the latter). 
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project seek to establish as equitable a relationship as possible between perfilitator and 
perficipant(s), since this is characteristic of play(fulness) (Pellegrini, 1992).  For the above 
reasons, I brought Participant Information Sheets and Consent Forms to the workshop, and 
informed perficipants that it also constituted research at the outset, but did not request 
consent for the inclusion of perfŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǀŝĚĞŽƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƵŶƚŝůĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞŝƌĐƌĞĂtion.  This 
meant that perficipants could then opt-in to joining the project proper by contributing their 
videos, their previous participation in the workshop not having provided any research data 
with which they could be identified. 
However, this approach was unsatisfactory and (in hindsight, understandably) led to 
an uncomfortable atmosphere, but one which thankfully did not persist so as to spoil the 
workshop.  dŚŽƵŐŚ/ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇƐŚŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚƚŚĞƵŶĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ “ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?2009: 80), this is another example of PaR in action, since the 
affective experience in the moment rendered my mistake palpable and thus guided my 
amendments to my future ethics process more effectively than cognitive planning could 
have done.  In later iterations of Spinstallation ?/ĞŶƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĂƚďŽƚŚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƐƐƚĂƚƵƐĂƐ
PaR and the opt-in mechanism were made clear in advance.  This meant that perficipants 
could still fully perficipate irrespective of their decision, but also had prior knowledge of the 
contribution option.   
I maintain that this negotiates the dual status of a Graduate School Spinstallation 
effectively; however, my concerns regarding misconceptions of its research nature may 
have been borne out.  Attendee numbers dropped from ten to three for the next Graduate 
School Spinstallation (S4), although I was informed that workshop attendance for the 
Development Programme generally was poor at that time, so Spinstallation ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ-
status cannot be isolated as a cause.  Notwithstanding this, the drop in attendance might 
indicate that arts-PaR is not yet sufficiently well-understood within the wider academic 
community for its largely cooperative and beneficent nature to be recognised as 
distinguishing it from other methodologies in which participants tend to be structurally 
subordinated to the research, as with most quantitative studies.51 
                                                          
51 By subordinated I do not mean to imply that quantitative studies tend to be in any way unethical, I am 
merely observing that participants in such studies do not often have an active role, their function being to 
provide data for analysis.  PaR on the other hand, if it engages participants, tends to place them in a more 
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7.4.3: S2 ² Perficipant Feedback 
 
Despite my mishandling of the ethics procedure, S2 received much positive feedback.  S2 
scored four-and-above on enjoyment and active engagement with all perficipants.  Only one 
perficipant scored themselves less-than-four on the fullness of their engagement with the 
immediate environment, which indicates that S2 was highly successful in terms of this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůĂŝŵƚŽĨĂĐilitate ludic environmental interaction.  Only two perficipants 
scored themselves less-than-four for the extent of their interaction with fellow perficipants, 
which indicates that S2 was also successful in fostering social play(fulness), with the 
concomitant possibility that perficipants may have learnt from one another, particularly in 
the main task.  Especially pleasingly, all perficipants indicated that their behaviour differed 
during the workshop to how they would normally behave in that environment, with seven 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƐĐŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐƚŚƌĞĞŽƌĨŽƵƌ ?ĨŝǀĞďĞŝŶŐ ‘ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ? ) ?dŚŽƵŐŚ/
recognise the limited reliability of self-reported data, this strongly suggests that S2 achieved 
significant impact within the workshop time-frame, and that all perficipants were performed 
by S2 to some degree.  Longitudinal research beyond the scope of this project would be 
necessary in order to see if engagement in a series of Spinstallation workshops might 
achieve long-lasting effects. 
 Four perficipants reported that they particularly enjoyed, and would continue to use, 
the tactic of renaming things that we had explored in the wordplay activity.52  In 2.3, I 
suggested that linguistic play might be the most common form among adults; indeed, 
semantic-category-play is deemed pervasive to everyday spoken discourse (Carter, 2015: 
xxi).  However, linguistic play does not entail the invention of words, the latter being a 
common phenomenon in children but less prevalent in adults (Snotrils and Jumpolines, 
2016).  Adults are more likely to possess a vocabulary sufficient to express themselves, 
whereas children often invent words as they grasp for expressive means.53  The practice of 
                                                          
active role as regards the research, since PaR is reflexive (Nelson, 2013; Barrett, 2007; Bolt, 2007) and 
responsive (Trimingham, 2002) by nature.  Furthermore, if one accepts the intrinsic value of engagement in 
arts practice and its association with wellbeing (as does the Office for National Statistics  W see Randall, Corp & 
Self, 2014), it follows that participation in a PaR project is likely to benefit the participant in some way. 
52 See 7.4.1 above for a brief description of the wordplay session. 
53 This is not to imply that adults do not invent words.  Although social media is associated both with a new 
stage of linguistic creativity (Carter, 2015: xxii  W ĨŝƚƚŝŶŐůǇ ? ‘tĞď ? ? ? ?ŝƐƉƵƌƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŽďĞƚŚĞŽŶĞ-millionth English 
word  W Global Language Monitor, 2016) and with younger generations, adults are nonetheless more likely to 
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generating novel, personally meaningful words irrespective of whether accepted terms exist 
thus reconnects perficipants with developmental discontinuity, a crucial factor in creativity 
(Runco, 1996: 3).   
Prior to this research, I had often reflected on the enjoyment and strengthening of 
social bonds that lexical inventiveness offers.  Yet, I had not fully explored its capacity, as 
ŽŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚŶŽƚĞĚ ?ƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ “ĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽŶƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ?EĞŝƚŚĞƌŚĂĚ/
ƚŚĞŽƌŝƐĞĚƌĞŶĂŵŝŶŐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?&ƌĞŝƌĞĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚ “ ?T)o exist, humanly, is to name the world, 
to change it.  Once named, the world in its turn reappears to the namers as a problem and 
requires of them a new naming ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǇƌĞŶĂŵŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌŬ
environment its capacity to be a problem is potentially reduced, giving one a sense of 
control over it.  At the very least, it will help to maintain the cognitive flexibility needed for 
personal creativity. 
 KŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚďĞŝŶŐ “ŵŽƌĞĂƚĞĂƐĞǁŝƚŚŵǇƐĞůĨĂŶĚůĞƐƐŽǀĞƌƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ
ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?ƐŝĐ ?ƚŚĂŶǁŚĂƚ/ƵƐƵĂůůǇĚŽ ? ?dŚŝƐƐƵƉƉŽrts my argument that play(fulness) promotes 
ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇďǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ ?54  Another anticipated that the 
ƵŶƐĞůĨĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐƚŚĞǇĨŽƵŶĚĚƵƌŝŶŐ^ ?ǁŽƵůĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ P “/ĨĞĞůŝƚŵĂŬĞŵĞĨĞĞůůĞƐƐƐƚƌĞƐƐ
more free [sic] about my behaviour wŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ?/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŚĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ
of play(fulness), but also the skills of the perfilitator are key in this.  I was able to create a 
 “ĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇĂŶĚŶŽŶ-ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚĂůĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƵŶĚŽƵďƚĞĚůǇŚĞůƉĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞ ?
The structure ĂŶĚĨƌĂŵŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉĂůƐŽ “ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĂƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵƚŽĞǆƉůŽƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ
ĂŶĚƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐǁŝƚŚũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?dŚŝƐŝƐĐƌƵĐŝĂů ?ĂƐŝƚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ^ ?ǁĂƐĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŝŶ
pursuing one of my underlying aims: to give people the licence to be ludicrous.  This 
justification was also anticipated to persist, as the same perficipant felt they would be 
 “ŵŽƌĞŽƉĞŶƚŽĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůůǇĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐĨƌŽŵĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ?ŝŶ
future.  One perficipant even reported that they would try the main task with their son 
 “ǁŚŽůŝŬĞ ?ƐŝĐ ?ƚŽďĞƉĞƌĨĞĐƚĂŶĚŶĞĞĚƐůŽŽƐĞŶŝŶŐƵƉ ? ?ƐŝŐŶĂůůŝŶŐƚŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƉůĂǇĨƵů
                                                          
be responsible for the majority of the roughly 1,000 words (Bodle, 2016) that enter English dictionaries each 
year.  This is because words only tend to enter dictionaries once they are in widespread usage and, given social 
ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ ? ‘ǁŝĚĞƐƉƌĞĂĚ ?ŝƐŵŽƌĞůŝŬĞůǇƚŽĨŽĐƵƐŽŶŽůĚĞƌŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶs. 
54 See: 3.6.1.3 & A3.3.1 ĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐŝƚǇĂŶĚŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ, 4.3  W 4.5 for how it can 
effect closer contact with the world, 5.3.1  W 5.3.8 for the importance of in-the-ŵŽŵĞŶƚŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?Ɛ




flexibility not only for potential creativity, but also for emotional wellbeing.  Finally, it was 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ “ƐŚŽƵůĚĐŽŵĞƚŽĞǀĞƌǇĚĞƉĂrtment and make an 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚŚĞŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞĂĨƵƚƌĞĐĂƌĞĞƌŝŶŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů
consultancy.55 
 In S1, I employed art-making  W i.e. reassembling Twiglets from fallen twigs  W as a 
structural device to progress the workshop.  It made sense within the context of the 
workshop to first find and reassemble the Twiglets, to get to know them as it were, before 
then seeking out their homesteads to give these a makeover.  In S2, by contrast, the 
intended function of the art-making  W i.e. perficipaŶƚƐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůdŽƚĞŵŝĐ&ŝŐƵƌĞ
 W was to help ease participants out of more traditionally academic frames of mind and into 
play(fulness) for its own sake.  In S2 (and all subsequent iterations), the tactic of Totemic 
Figure creation provides an opportunity for participants to interact ludically with their 
environment initially by animating their totemic figure, rather than directly interacting as 
themselves.  The reasoning behind this is to hopefully mitigate against potential 
nervousness or self-consciousness associated with being silly/playful simply for its own sake, 
especially when in the company of strangers.  I had encountered and reflected critically 
upon the value of creating lo-fi, yet personally meangingful, art pieces during a residential 
workshop with John Fox and Sue Gill, previously of Welfare State International, at the 
ĐŽƵƉůĞ ?ƐŚŽŵĞŝŶDŽƌĞĐĂŵďĞĂǇ ? ?Ɛ/ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚŝŶ1.3.1, this workshop was also 
instrumental in my development of the concept of rooted placelessness.)  Of all the 
elements of know-how related to easing perficipants into play(fulness) and mitigating 
against potential self-consciousness, such as the wordplay session and follow-my-leader, the 
Totemic Figure is both the most original and seemed the most universally effective 
(alongside the induction into LudiCo itself, which perficipants achieve by choosing a LudiCo 
name for themselves).  Therefore, as S3 was to be one-third of the length of a Graduate 
School Spinstallation, these were the two key tactics that I chose to keep, as I discuss below. 
 
  
                                                          
55 This, hopefully, is not a joke. 
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7.5: S3 ² Ludic Stance 
 
This iteration formed part of a one-ĚĂǇ ‘ŶŽƉĂƉĞƌĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?, entitled The Ludic Stance, 
held in Prague on the 17th of September, 2016.  The event was co-hosted by Kent Sjöström 
of Malmö Theatre Academy, Lund University and Alice Koubová of the Institute of 
Philosophy, Czech Academy of Sciences, which indicates its interdisciplinary take on 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂŶĚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?/ƚƚŽŽŬĂŶ ‘ĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ?Ă phrase commonly 
used in Nordic countries that can be considered broadly analogous to PaR in the UK 
(Arlander, 2013).  As such, practical workshops and demonstrations were extensively 
reflected upon, provocations and presentations took on a largely dialogiĐĨŽƌŵ ?ƚŚĞĚĂǇ ?Ɛ
activities oscillated between practical and theoretical considerations to the extent that 
cross-pollination arguably occurred, and significant effort was put into tracing links between 
ƚŚĞĚĂǇ ?ƐǀĂƌŝŽƵƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ? 
 All attendees ?ďĂƌŽŶĞ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚĂƐĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚŝŶĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ?56  All 
attendees also necessarily had an interest in the ludic and the majority had a background 
involving performance of some kind.  Therefore, similarly to S-Zero, and arguably to a 
signifŝĐĂŶƚůǇŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĞǆƚĞŶƚ ?^ ? ?ƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐĐĂŶďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ‘ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚĞĚ ? ?tŚĞƌĞĂƐ^-Zero 
perficipants were likely to be familiar with notions of contemporary performance, S3 
perficipants were also familiar with (perhaps conflicting) notions of the ludic.  This meant 
that an equitable perficipant-perfilitator relationship was easy to establish, flowing from the 
ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐĂůůǇĐŽůůĞŐŝĂƚĞ ?ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞĞŶŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚ
approach taken by the hosts.  However, aspects of Spinstallation relating to authority and 
rules came to the fore in perficipant feedback, as I shall discuss.  The overtly artistic nature 
of the event and the fact that its perficipants were initiated also produced discussions that 
enabled my reflections on aesthetics and methodology to achieve greater depth than had 
those following previous Spinstallations. 
dŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨ^ ?ǁĂƐĂĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĨŽƌŵŽĨ^ ? ?ŽǁŝŶŐƚŽ^ ? ?ƐƚŝŵĞ-frame being 1hr 
ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ^ ? ?Ɛ ?ŚƌƐ ?WĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐǁĞƌĞŝŶĚƵĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŽ>ƵĚŝŽďǇĂĚŽƉƚŝŶŐludic personas, 
before creating totemic figures and then undertaking the main task.  This took the same 
                                                          
56 The one non-contributor acted as an outside eye and did take part in discussion. 
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core structure as S2, but responded to the multiple modes of transport in the immediate 
area by implicating travelling in the first two Tasks.57  I also sought to facilitate more multi-
modally play(ful) work by asking the cameraperson to provide soundtrack or commentary 
for Tasks one and two.58   
                                                          
57 tŝƚŚŝŶŵĞƚƌĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚ ?ƐůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƚƌĂŵŚƵď ?ŵĂŝŶƌoad, railway, and a park criss-crossed by 
footpaths.  This part of Prague also sat beneath a flight-ƉĂƚŚŽĨƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ ?ƐĂŝƌƉŽƌƚ ?ǇŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŶŐƚƌĂǀĞůůŝŶŐŝŶ
the Tasks, I tailored S3 to its environment. 
58 See A7.3.  ThouŐŚŝƚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ^ ? ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ŝŶŚŝŶĚƐŝŐŚƚƚŚĞ
implication of travelling may have been restrictive, as will be discussed in relation to perficipant feedback.  All 
perficipants opted to contribute their videos, which you can see here http://bit.ly/2p4Ju7o (PML\Spinstallation 
Video\S3 Ludic Stance). 
ĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐŚĂĚĂǀĞƌǇƚŽƵŐŚƚŝŵĞĐŚŽŽƐŝŶŐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚǀŝĞǁŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐƐƋƵĂĚƌŽŶ ?ƐǁŽƌŬ ?ŽǁŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞ
number and high quality of submissions.  After much deliberation, he offers the following.  Task 1: The Barking 
Dog, Nose Trail, in which perficipant and figure break contact in a surprising way.  Task 2: Phaida, So this is the 
World, in which Phaida playfully interacts with the more-than-human world and FiFi provides good 
commentary.  Task 3: Rizzie, The Valley of the Cigarettes, in which Rizzie employs good visual composition and 
creates a commentary with the quality of a contemporary myth.  Captain Ludicrous found it impossible to 
choose a Star Recruit from this squadron; they are all stars. 
Fig.39: The Barking Dog 
 W Nose Trail. 
Fig.40: Phaida  W So this 






ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ŽĨ^ ? ?ƐůĂƚƚĞƌƐƚĂŐĞƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƚƵƌŶĞĚŽƵƚƚŽďĞĂŐŽŽĚĐĂůů ?DǇƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐŽ
took on an entirely unplanned theatricality, as I subconsciously responded to the nature of 
the group and the space. (The Ludic Stance took place in a performance studio within Studio 
>d ?ĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐĂƌƚƐŚƵď ? )/ǁĂƐƚƌƵůǇďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ^ ? ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ? 
 
7.5.1: S3 ² Perficipant Feedback59 
 
One of the major discoveries arising from S3 related to my Captain Ludicrous persona, 
which, as intimated above, became rendered more theatrically than in previous iterations.  
KŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŵǇƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĞŶŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚ “ůƵĚŝĐŽďĞĚŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞĐĂƉƚĂŝŶĐůĂŝŵƐĂůŽƚŽĨƉŽǁĞƌ ?ƚĂŬŝŶŐŽŶĂŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ? ?dŚŝƐ
was also commented upon by other perficipĂŶƚƐ ?dŚĞǁŽƌĚƐ ‘ƉŽǁĞƌ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŵŝůŝƚĂƌǇƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?
ŵŝŐŚƚŝŵƉůǇĂŶĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚĂƌŝĂŶĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŽŶŵǇƉĂƌƚ ?ǇĞƚƚŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞ ‘ůƵĚŝĐ
                                                          
59 Though not a point of perficipant feedback, it is notable that ambiguity became the recurrent theme of the 
conference, being found in and discussed in relation to almost every contribution.  This suggests that 
ambiguity might be a core component of the ludic, as I argued in Chapters 3&4. 
The nature of the event precluded the filling out of feedback questionnaires, yet the in-built and informal 
feedback procedures provided sufficient information. 
Fig.41: Rizzie  W The Valley of the Cigarettes. 
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ŽďĞĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ?ĂƐŝƚŝŵƉůŝĞƐƐƵďǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ĨƌŽŵĐŽŶǀĞƌƐĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚ
perficipants after S3, it was clear that the militaristic aspect of my perfilitation had a 
distinctly satirical or ironic quality to it. 
 I was not consciously aware of the inherently satirical nature of Captain Ludicrous, as 
I had embodied this quality of his many years previously; my knowledge was tacit.  Captain 
Ludicrous has his origin in Private Sexy, the persona in which I performed the raffle during 
ĞƌƚŝĞtŝůůƐ ?sĂƵĚĞǀŝůůĞ, a variety show I devised, produced, performed in, and hosted from 
2012 W2013.  I had appropriated this militaristic persona because it plays against my casting-
type to the point of becoming ludicrous.  I am not physically intimidating, to put it mildly.  
Both in ĞƌƚŝĞtŝůůƐ ?sĂƵĚĞǀŝůůĞ and Spinstallation, this then allows for postmodern ironic 
parody (Hutcheon, 1989: 101); the militaristic persona is functional in that it facilitates the 
orienting and shaping of group activity, but I subvert its authority, sending up the inherent 
frailties and ludicrousness of the militaristic persona itself.  Perficipants commented that the 
contrast between my personality before S3 and the Captain Ludicrous persona immediately 
gave the metacommunicative signal  “this is play ? ?and also that his perceived power made 
(at least some) perficipants feel safe, i.e. gave them the confidence to enter into risky 
play(fulness).   
The notion of safety within structure, as facilitated by my adoption of a militaristic 
persona, relates to the need for structure (i.e. constraints or rules) in order to play (Bogost, 
2016) and to act creatively (ibid: 146 W153; cf. Novitz, 1999).  ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ “irreducible quality of pure playfulness ? ?Huizinga, 1970: 25 W26) is 
Spinstallation ?ƐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ/ĂůƐŽĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝƐĂĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶƉĂƚƚĞƌŶ-which-
connects, I do not deem it possible to exercise this quality entirely independently of any 
structure.  Furthermore, a workshop devoid of structure would be a very bad workshop.60  
ƐƉŽƐŝƚĞĚďǇĂƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƚŚŝƐŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇƌĂŝƐĞƐƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ǁŚĞŶĂƌĞthe rules the 
right ones ? ?ĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŽŵĂŬĞƚŚĞŵ “ďĂůĂŶĐĞĚ ? ?ƐŶŽƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞ ?Spinstallation Tasks are 
intended to allow for interpretation, providing a framework for play(fulness) and potential 
                                                          
60 N.b. This discussion of structure is strictly relative to the level of description in question; ultimately, there is 
always structure.  To assert otherwise is essentially synonymous with arguing for the possibility of something 
existing outside of real life, for example a play-world, so that one may compare the two; this I denied in 
Chapter 2.  As Garvey observes, all play(fulness) necessarily occurs ǁŝƚŚŝŶ “ĂƐǇƐƚĞŵŽĨƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞƐĂŶĚ
ĐŽŚĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ? ?ŝŶ^ƵƚƚŽŶ-Smith, 1979b: 279). 
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creativity.  As structures to be played, they could also be considered games (although I 
largely prefer not to term them as such).  Suits describes the necessity of careful rule-
balancing in games, which I mentioned in 5.4.4.1: 
As looseness is increased to the point of utter ůĂǆŝƚǇƚŚĞŐĂŵĞƐŝŵƉůǇĨĂůůƐĂƉĂƌƚ Q
And if a line is drawn very tightly indeed the game is squeezed out of existence. 
(1978: 30) 
Though Suits (1978) is describing games which can be won, both his games and my 
Tasks seek to maximise play(fulness); however, this was not, and realistically cannot be, 
ĂůǁĂǇƐĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ ?KŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐŽĐĐƵƉŝĞĚ “ƚŽŽŵƵĐŚŚĞĂĚƐƉĂĐĞ ?ƚŽ
ƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚŽĨ “ŬŝůůŝŶŐƉůĂǇĂŶĚŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐƚƵĐŬ ? ?ǇĞƚƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĚƚŚĂƚǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ
ĂƐ “ĨĂŝůƵƌĞĐĂŶďĞĂƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ ? ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƉŽŝŶƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨ
WĂZ ?ĂƐǁŚĞŶĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚŵĞŶƚĂƌŝƐŝŶŐĨƌŽŵ^ ? ?ƐƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚƐŚŽƌƚĐŽŵŝŶŐƐƌĂĚŝĐĂůůǇĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ
the direction of Spinstallation ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?/ƚŝƐĂůƐŽŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨ
play(fulness), as it is when play(fulness) breaks down that one perceives most keenly the 
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƚŚĂƚŝƚůĞŶĚƐƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌůĚ-engagement; such moments of change are 
when contrast is most perceptible.  Nonetheless, the quality and variety of play(fulness) 
captured by S3 perficipants indicates that these Tasks are fairly well-balanced. 
One might conclude that groups of non-arts academics and other generally more 
reticent groups might need tightly structured tasks, whereas artists and arts academics 
might benefit from a freer rein.  Then again, many S3 perficipants found the tasks liberating, 
ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇǁŚĞŶĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚ “ƚŚĞ ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?ŐĂŝŶĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƚŽƚĞŵ ? ?KŶĞŝĚĞĂďĞŚŝŶĚ
the totemic figures is to mitigate against self-consciousness by allowing perficipants to 
channel their subjectivity through an object exterior to themselves, but with which they 
have a strong affective bond, since the object is of their own making.  This certainly seems 
ƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞǁŝƚŚ^ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?KŶĞƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚĨĞĞůŝŶŐ “ƐĞlf-consciousness of 
 ‘ǁĞ ?ƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽŚĂǀĞĨƵŶĂŶĚďĞǁĂĐŬǇ ? ? ?ďƵƚĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞƚŽƚĞŵŽĨĨĞƌ ?ƐŝĐ ?ĂŶŝĐĞĂůŝďŝ Q
ŐĂƚĞǁĂǇ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚƚŽƉůĂǇĨƵůůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ŶŽƚŚĞƌƐĂǁƚŚĞ “ĨŝŐƵƌĞĂƐƐǇŵďŽů
ŽĨŵǇĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞŝŶŶĞƌĐŚŝůĚ ? ?KŶĞĞǀĞŶĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚƚŚeir subjectivity  “ŵŝŐƌĂƚĞĚƚŽŵǇƚŽƚĞŵŝĐ
ĨŝŐƵƌĞ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ “ƉĞŽƉůĞŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƐƚĂƌĞĚĂƚŵĞĂŶĚǁŚĞŶ/ƚĂůŬĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŵĂƐ
ŵǇƐĞůĨƚŚĞǇƐƚĂƌĞĚĂƚŵǇĨŝŐƵƌĞ ? ?ƐĂƌŐƵĞĚŝŶChapter 4, rather than alienation, I suggest 
 241 
 
that these ludic decentrings-of-self effect closer contact between perficipant and world by 
exemplifying the way that perficipants are always-already performed by their ecologies. 
Having reflected on S2 and S3, we can now see how balancing acts of various types, 
ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐĂƚǀĂƌŝŽƵƐůĞǀĞůƐŽĨĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƌĞƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŵĞƌŐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
analysis of Spinstallation just as balancing acts have emerged within the previous two case 
studies.  I argue that the balancing act, otherwise known as the negotiation of terms, 
constitutes a structural homology between, or pattern-which-connects, numerous elements 
and levels of description of this project.  The negotiation of the research ethics procedure 
and the balancing of its requirements against those oĨďŽƚŚƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĞ
expectations of perficipants was the major challenge that revealed itself in S2.  In S3, the 
negotiation between and balancing of rules (i.e. Tasks) and play arose as the central 
challenge within the practice.  This was one of the first, and most important, surfacings of 
the tension between structure and process, which I introduced in 1.3.1, came to discover is 
fundamental to play(fulness) itself, and which became central to my conceptual framework 
in the form of negotiation of terms (see 4.3.1  W 4.3.2).  I expressed in the Roadmap, at 1.6.1, 
and again in the Introduction to Part II that these case studies provide more PaR than 
practice-based-research.  This is evidenced here by the emphasis placed on the know-how 
ŽĨďĂůĂŶĐŝŶŐdĂƐŬƐ ?ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )Ɖƌocess and the fact that this discovery 
occurred in the practice itself and was revealed by critical reflection thereon.  The both/and 
conception is made manifest in the way that this knowledge fuelled the development of 
play(fulness) and ludic ecology theory which it is possible to articulate and understand 
without reference to the originating practical discovery but which also influenced later 
iterations of Spinstallation, particularly the construction of its Tasks. 
I argue that the wider homological discovery offers significant insight into the nature 
of play(fulness) and its philosophical significance.  As I noted in Part II ?ƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞ
tension between structure and process provides a pattern-which-connects play(fulness) and 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶĂƚƵƌĂůŝƐĞĚŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂůƐĂĐƌĞĚ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇƌĞǀĞĂůŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂŶĚ
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŽďĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ ?dŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĞ
tension positions play(fulness) as an exemplar and the >ƵĚŝĐdƌŝĂŶŐůĞĂƐĂƚƌŝƉĂƌƚŝƚĞ “ŵŽĚĞů ? 
 ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĨŽƌƚŚĞƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ ?ƐŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŚĞƚƌĂĐŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞ
balancing/negotiation/structure-process-tension pattern throughout this project is an 
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example of my own multi-focal-micro-macroscope in action, as described in 4.2.  In the next 
section, I discuss how the tension between structure and process emerges from S4 in a 
similar guise to that of S3, i.e. as a tension between tasks and unstructured play(fulness).  As 
I argued above, in my view (following Bateson, 1987), it is not possible for play(fulness), or 
indeed anything, to exist in absolute independence from all and any structure. 
 
7.6: S4 ² Playfulness, Creativity & Imagination 
 
In recognition of the significant role that imagination plays in Spinstallation ?ƐŵĂŝŶƚĂƐŬ ?/
added it to the title of S4, which took place in the Kent Graduate School on the 13th of 
February, 2017.  As mentioned above, only three perficipants attended S4, which was 
unfortunate, but allowed for more individualised perfilitation.  S4 included a discussion of 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĨŽƌĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ĂƐ/ŚŽƉĞĚƚŚĂƚ
this might allow me to better frame the workshop and thus avoid perficipants leaving.  
Some keywords that arose were: teasing, authentic, fun  W enjoyment, funny, interaction, 
and personal choice, all of which relate in some way to my own notion of Playfulness, 
lending support to my argument for Playfulness-overlap.61   
S4 also included new sections designed to acclimatise perficipants to being silly in 
front of each other.  This consisted of interacting with the room in some way by pairing an 
action with a noise62 ĂŶĚƚŚƌĞĞďƌŝĞĨƚĂƐŬƐƚŚĂƚĞĂĐŚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŽŶĞŽĨ:ŽŚŶƐƚŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
 ‘ŝŵƉĞĚŝŵĞŶƚƐƚŽƐƉŽŶƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ? PƉƐǇĐŚŽƚŝĐƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ?ŽďƐĐĞŶŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚƵŶŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W
 ? ? ) ?dŚĞĂŝŵŽĨƚŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚŽƵŐŚƚďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞŵĂŝŶ
task.63   
                                                          
61 See 1.3.1.1 for my description of Playfulness-overlap and A2.1 for an expansion on this theme. 
62 &ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ƉůĂĐŝŶŐďŽƚŚƉĂůŵƐŽŶƚŚĞƚĂďůĞ ?ƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇŬŝĐŬŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĨĞĞƚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĂŝƌ ?ĂŶĚĞǆĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐ
 “tƵĂďůĂĂĂƌ ? ? 
63 The S4 Tasks were identical to those of S2.  However, the framing was slightly different, drawing on 
theoretical discoveries of the intervening period, streamlined for simplicity, and with the extra suggestion of 
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŶŐƚŚĞdĂƐŬƐǁŚŝůƐƚũŽƵƌŶĞǇŝŶŐƚŽĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐŝŶĂŶĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽƉĞƌƐƵĂĚĞ
perficipants to travel further afield.  See A7.4.  All three perficipants contributed their videos, which you can 
see here http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-2-squadron/ (PML\Spinstallation Videos\S4 Playfulness, 
Creativity & Imagination). 
ĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚǀŝĞǁŝŶŐŝƐĂƐĨŽůůŽǁƐ ?dĂƐŬ ? P^ƉŝĚǇ ?Mother Mission, in which Spidy not only 




                                                          
Sanctitree, in which Sendbad creates a rather dramatic atmosphere.  Task 3: Bearry, Pedestrian Race, in which 
ĞĂƌƌǇ ?ƐĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐŵƚŽĨŽůůŽǁƚŚĞƌĂĐĞƚŽŝƚƐĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŝƐƐĂĚůǇĐƵƚƐŚŽƌƚ ?/ŚĂǀĞĂƐŬĞĚĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐŶŽƚ
to divulge his choice for Star Recruit, since this would entail revealing the identity of a perficipant referred to 
later, which I cannot do for ethical reasons (see footnote 47). 
Fig.42: Spidy  W Mother Mission. 





The only other change was that the follow-my-leader section was replaced with Ludic 
Acclimatisation, an outdoors introduction to perceiving and enacting ludic affordances, such 
as swinging around a pole or imagining that the university is at the bottom of the sea. 
 
7.6.1: S4 ² Perficipant Feedback 
 
The main discovery here was that, for these perficipants, the proposition of a Playfulness 
Task was almost self-defeating; their play(fulness) felt inauthentic.64  At the time, this 
feedback appeared rather concerning.65  In being open about my intentions, was I doomed 
always to fail?  Recalling my distinction between play and Playfulness, however, only 
Playfulness is inhibited when play(fulness) feels engineered, since play does not have to be 
                                                          
64 See also 4.3 footnote 27.  The idea of a Playfulness Task was conceived of as being a joke; play(fulness) is 
fundamentally afunctional (see Chapter 2), so the idea of a Playfulness Task is inherently ludicrous.  Though 
the word afunctional did not appear in the S4 presentation, I did make the above point, noting that play 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ “ĚŽŝŶŐŶŽǀĞůƚŚŝŶŐƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƌĞŐĂƌĚƚŽǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞǇŵĂǇďĞũƵƐƚŝĨŝĞĚďǇĂƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞĚƉĂǇŽĨĨ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?
P., 2010: 45).  ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞ^ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐĂƉƉĞĂƌŶŽƚƚŽŚĂǀĞŐŽƚƚŚĞũŽŬĞ Q 
65 Feedback ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽŽƚŚĞƌĂƐƉĞĐƚƐǁĂƐŵŽƌĞƌĞĂƐƐƵƌŝŶŐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?KŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ^ ?ĂƐ “ĂĐŽ-
ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐĐĂŶǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞŶĞǁ ?ƐŝĐ ?ƉůĂǇĨƵůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ?
This shows that I was successful in creating an equitable relationship between perfilitator and perficipants. 
Fig.44: Bearry  W Pedestrian Race. 
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voluntary.66  Although the perceived inhibition of Playfulness is a limitation of S4, this has 
research value, factoring into my characterisation of Playfulness as an affective atmosphere 
(Anderson, 2009), which entails that Playfulness-facilitation can only occur indirectly.  The 
performance structures and perficipant-group-dynamics may have conspired to limit 
possibilities for Playfulness in S4, but play occurred nonetheless.  Playfulness-as-affective-
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞĂůƐŽƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚzŽƵĞůů ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ “ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŝƐĂƐƚĂƚĞŽĨŵŝŶĚ
ĂŶĚ ?ĂƐƐƵĐŚ ?ĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƚĂƵŐŚƚŽƌůĞĂƌŶĞĚ ? ?ĂƐĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚĞĚǁith play activity (2008: 124).  Any 
practitioner who seeks to perfilitate Playfulness can only structure playable activities, co-
construct a play-context with perficipants, and seek to engender an atmosphere conducive 
to the emergence of Playfulness.  You ĐĂŶƚĂŬĞĂŚŽƌƐĞƚŽǁĂƚĞƌ ?ďƵƚǇŽƵĐĂŶ ?ƚŵĂŬĞŝƚ
Playful.67 
As discussed in 4.3.1, ludic dispositions are inherently difficult to propagate in 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?&Žƌ^ƵŝƚƐ ?ŝƚďŽŝůƐĚŽǁŶƚŽĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ “ũƵƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ? ?ĐŚĂƌĂcterising gameplay as 
ƚŚĞ “voluntary attempt to overcome unnecessary obstacles ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?68  One perficipant 
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ “ƉůĂǇŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞŐŽĂů ?ǁŽƵůĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞSpinstallation; possibly feeling 
that their ludic disposition had developed to the point at which any externally imposed 
structure would repress it, or perhaps simply wishing to explore completely freely an 
impulse to ludicality that S4 had catalysed.  Be this as it may, as discussed above, I argue 
that they would inevitably impose their own structure whatever the play(ful) activity.69  The 
                                                          
66 See 2.3 W2.4.  This relates also to the inhibition that some S3 perficipants felt (see 7.5.1 above).  One can 
identify pairings of perficipants for whom the overall perficipant-perficipant-Task-environment system was not 
one conducive to Playfulness; for example, Boletus & Amelie (see http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/boletus-and-
amelie/ or PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic Stance\Boletus & Amelie).  Others, however, such as FiFi & 
Phaida and Rizzie & Kacke readily meshed with the same Task-environment system so as to produce examples 
of Playfulness (see http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/fifi-and-phaida/ [PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic 
Stance\FiFi & Phaida] and http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/rizzie-and-kacke/ [PML\Spinstallation Video\S3 Ludic 
Stance\Rizzie & Kacke]).  This demonstrates the ecological principle that no one part of a system can 
unilaterally control any other (see 4.3.1 & A4.1); i.e. no Task or other performance structure will facilitate 
Playfulness in all systems. 
67 This echoes my argument, in Chapter 3, that ludic pedagogy only creates conditions for Playfulness to occur 
and also my sentiments in the S4 presentation that the workshop cannot make perficipants playful. 
68 In football, for example, players must get the ball into the goal without the use of their arms.  There is no 
logical reason for this impediment other tŚĂŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉůĂǇĞƌƐ ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƐŽĂƐƚŽďƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŐĂŵĞŝŶƚŽ
being; the logic is strictly internal.  Spinstallation ƚĂƐŬƐŚĂǀĞŶŽƐƵĐŚŝŵƉĞĚŝŵĞŶƚƐ ?ǇĞƚĚĞŵĂŶĚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ ‘ũƵƐƚ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ?ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ ?For further discussion of the ludic disposition, see 4.3.1 W4.3.2. 
69 Furthermore, I suggest that this perficipant was most present in their play(fulness) of the three S4 attendees 
and created the best quality work.  I therefore argue that the tasks did not significantly impede this 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?&ŽƌĞƚŚŝĐĂůƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ?/ĐĂŶŶŽƚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇǁŚŝĐŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƚŚŝƐŝƐ ?ďƵƚŚĂǀĞĂůŽŽŬĂƚƚŚĞ
videos here - http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-2-squadron/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S4 Playfulness, 
Creativity & Imagination) - and see if you can guess. 
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dĂƐŬƐŚĞĞƚĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐƚŚĞdĂƐŬƐĂƐ “ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐĨŽƌǇŽƵƚŽĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞůǇĞǆƉůŽƌĞ ? ?
ƐƵďƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐƚŽŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĨƌĞĞĚŽŵĂƐ ƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽ “ĞǆƉůŽƌĞƚŚĞŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
inherited or invented constraiŶƚƐ ? ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?^ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐŵĂǇŚĂǀĞŝŶƐƚĞĂĚƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ
the Tasks as  “ĐŚĂŝŶƐŽĨůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
 It is certainly problematic that my Playfulness Tasks were perceived to inhibit 
Playfulness, much like my experience of Wondermart wherein I felt that the work narrowed 
my environmental perceptions rather than opening them beyond the normative.70  I 
recognise that non-directed play is deemed most ontogenetically beneficial (Bishop, R., 
2013; Wenner, 2009; Panksepp, 2008), so could be considered the most valuable generally; 
however, this project specifically explores the potential for 4P to facilitate play(fulness).  As 
such, (documentable) performance structures are fundamentally necessary.  Additionally, 
individual differences and unpredictable group dynamics entail that no practice can be 
universally and perennially successful.  Low attendance may have had an impact here; it is 
possible that low numbers increase self-consciousness.   
 I also note that the ultimate goal of the workshop is not to make ludic videos, but to 
ƐƉĂƌŬŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŝŶƚĞƌǁĞĂǀŝŶŐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝŶƚŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚĂŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?:ƵƐƚĂƐƚŚĞ
perceived failure of the S3 perficipant can be a source of knowing, so too can the S4 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨƌƵƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶĂƚƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐ ?ĐŽŶƐƚraints be a spur to autonomously integrating the 
ludic into their quotidian.  The fact that these perficipants felt frustration indicates that they 
either already possessed or had developed a positive inclination towards the ludic.  
Nonetheless, it was disappointing that they found the Tasks difficult to engage with.  It 
ƐƚƌƵĐŬŵĞƚŚĂƚŝŶŶŽŽƚŚĞƌƐƚƌĂŶĚǁĂƐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĂŝŵŽĨĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŵĂĚĞƐŽ
explicit to perficipants and that this explicitness might be counter-productive.71  Therefore, I 
decided to rename future Graduate School Spinstallations Creativity & Imagination and 
rename the main task Video-Documented Ludicrous Investigations, playing upon the 
academic context and parallels with collaborative research, yet partially obscuring the 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐĞŶƚƌĂůĂŝŵ ?/ĂůƐŽƌĞĨƌĂŵĞĚƚŚĞdĂƐŬƐƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĂƐ^ƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚ
more confident members of LudiCo could devise their own should they wish. 
                                                          
70 See my discussion of Wondermart, 6.2.2, for more on these unintended consequences. 
71 I also address the notion of play(fulness) and explicitness in 4.3 footnote 27. 
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 As noted at the beginning of this section, I made changes to the content of the 
previous Graduate School Spinstallation (S2) with the intention of making S4 more 
ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůŝŶŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐďŽƚŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ďǇĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐŶŽƚŝŽŶƐŽĨ
play[fulness]) and self-consciousness (by trialling new easing-into-play[fulness] tactics).  
While it is true that none of the three perficipants left, which could indicate better 
management of expectations, it could also be that with so few perficipants they all stayed 
because it would have been too embarrassing to leave.  The first interpretation is more 
ůŝŬĞůǇ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĂƚŽŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ^ ?ĂƐĂ “ĐŽ-ǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ
 “ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ QǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ? ?ŬĞǇƉŽŝŶƚŽĨůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŵŝǆĞĚ
fortunes of S4 was that no amount of planning and reflexive development can outweigh the 
dynamics of the situation on the day; for instance, if only three perficipants attend.  This is 
another example of the strictly holistic nature of ecological systems and the impossibility of 
unilateral control therein, which is a central theme of this project as a whole.  As I discuss in 
the next section, this theme made its presence felt with even greater intensity in S5. 
 
7.7: S5 ² Creativity & Imagination (Ludic Exam) 
 
Spinstallation is the only strand in which my examiners could experience face-to-face 
perfilitation, since (as noted in 5.4.2) prior knowledge of the project precluded them from a 
Perplexpedition intervention and since Wandercast perficipation is inherently remote.  On 
paper, S5 was a carbon-copy of S4; in reality, it was anything but.  This boisterous 
Spinstallation took place in the Graduate School on the 19th of June, 2017.  I attribute its 
boisterousness in part to the fact that two of my supervisors and a fellow-drama-PhD were 
in attendance, all of whom seemed keen to be as supportive (i.e. as playful) as possible, thus 
contributing boisterous unpredictability.72  The weather was also extremely hot;73 I felt a 
little delirious, so perficipants may have been similarly affected.   
                                                          
72 It is also noteworthy that five-out-of-nine perficipants had a background in performance (two examiners, 
two supervisors, and one PhD candidate), of which at least three had comedic performance experience (one 
examiner, one supervisor, and one PhD candidate).  This arguably raised the average baseline play(fulness) of 
the group. 
73 It was approximately 33ȗC and very humid. 
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Importantly, S5 appeared approximately on par with S3 in terms of overall 
play(fulness), so was successful in this regard.  S5 also took on a life of its own in similar 
fashion to S-Zero and S3, although perhaps to an even greater extent.  All attendees were 
performed by ƚŚĞƵŶŝƋƵĞƐǇƐƚĞŵĐŽŵƉƌŝƐŝŶŐ^ ? ?ƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ŵǇƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƚŚĞƌ
perficipants, and atmospheric conditions, creating another example of  “sym-poiesis ? 
(Haraway, 2015: 260), as discussed in 5.3.4.  This produced behaviours which highlight 
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƐĞƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂĂŶĚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?Ɛunselfing ?Žƌ “ƐĞůĨ-ĨŽƌŐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ?
(2017b: 45).74  For example, I imagine it is quite unusual during a PaR exam for an examiner 
ƚŽƚĞůůĂĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ ?ƐƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƚŽ “ĨƵĐŬŽĨf  W / ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐƚŽŬŝůůǇŽƵŶŽǁ ? ? ?ĞǀĞŶŝŶũĞƐƚ ) ?75 
 
7.7.1: S5 ² Perficipant Feedback 
 
One participant arrived about half-way through and left soon after; just like the perficipant 
who left S2,76 they struggled to see how totemic figures and ludic Tasks would directly 
benefit their research.  *Double-sigh*.  Although this was disappointing, it is important to 
note that this perficipant missed my contextualising presentation, in which Spinstallation ?Ɛ
claimed benefits are explicitly framed as deferred, potential, and only to be obtained by 
ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŶŐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ŝŶƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐƋƵŽƚŝĚŝĂŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?77  However, perhaps I could have 
done more to integrate this perficipant into the group. 
&ŽƌŽƚŚĞƌƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?/ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůůǇĞŶŐĞŶĚĞƌĞĚĂƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ “ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ 
ŽĨĨƐĞƚ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐĚĞĞŵĞĚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŐĞƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌ “ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞũƵŝĐĞƐĨůŽǁŝŶŐ ? ?ŶŽƚŚĞƌ
                                                          
74 For more on parallels betweeŶ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĂŶĚZĞĂƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ƵŶƐĞůĨŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ) ?
see 1.4.2 ?ĨŽƌƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƐĞĂŶĚ&ƵĐŚƐ ?Ğ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞŶĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐĞĞChapter 
5.  See Chapter 4 & A4.1 for more on the always-contingent nature of agency in ecological systems. 
75 I should point out that this exchange was carried out through the twŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?dŽƚĞŵŝĐ&ŝŐƵƌĞƐ ?
although the boundaries appear to have become blurred.  See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-
squadron-c-unit/ (Calamitous Life-Support - PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination\C 
Unit\Calamitous Life-Support).  ŶŽƚŚĞƌƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚŽŶ “ŚŽǁĨƵŶŶǇŽƌƐƚƵƉŝĚŝƚŵŝŐŚƚƐĞĞŵƚŽĚŽ
ĂůůƚŚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉďƵƚǇŽƵĚŽŐĞƚĐĂƌƌŝĞĚĂǁĂǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂůƐŽƐĞĞŵƐƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞen the case in the 
ĂďŽǀĞǀŝĚĞŽ ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ? ‘ŐĞƚƚŝŶŐĐĂƌƌŝĞĚĂǁĂǇ ?ĂƌŐƵĂďůǇƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂĐŽŵŵŽŶ-parlance synonym for being 
decentred and performed by ecology. 
76 See 7.4 above for the context in which the first leaver left. 
77 Furthermore, this participant emailed the next day to explain that they were under considerable pressure 
ĂŶĚ “ĨĞůƚŐƵŝůƚǇ ?ƚĂŬŝŶŐƉĂƌƚŝŶƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚĨƌŝǀŽůŽƵƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇŚĂĚ “ǁŽƌŬƚŽĚŽ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƐ
the power of the work/play dichotomy and the pervasive perception of play(fulness) as being frivolous.  They 
ĂůƐŽĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƌŵŝƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐůĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŵŶŽƚďĞŝŶŐ “ ?ŝŶ ?ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ? ? 
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ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŚĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞĂƐ “ůŽǀĞůǇ ?ĂŶĚ “ǀĞƌǇŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ? ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů
aspects of my perfilitation could have been improved.  One factor in thŝƐǁĂƐĂŶĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌ ?Ɛ
delayed arrival, which entailed my beginning the workshop on the back foot and not fully 
regaining composure.78  &ŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ? “ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚŚĞƉĂĐĞĐŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƉŝĐŬĞĚƵƉ ? ?
ZĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐƚŽ^ ? ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĞǆƵďĞƌĂŶĐĞ ?/ĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŚĞƌŽŽŵ to become messier than 
previous workshops, or, as my external examiner Kershaw put it, the room allowed me to 
become messier than I had been previously.79  One effect of this was that I neglected 
important pieces of practical information such as modelling the Suggested Studies.80  Then 
again, this could have made the Suggested Studies seem restrictive, which is what I wanted 
to avoid following S4. 
 In making the Tasks more interpretively open, they inevitably became less 
immediately intelligible, as the rule-balance tipped towards laxity.81  In the comparatively 
fevered atmosphere I perhaps did not explain the Tasks as clearly as I had previously and 
also was a little thrown when I realised that one group had set off before I had a chance to 
lead the Ludic Acclimatisation!82  Indeed, my supervisors commented that my examiners 
reported feeling perplexed.  Nevertheless, this indicates that S5 successfully engendered a 
state of ambiguity.  Though ambiguity has emerged as essential for my practice, this is a 
stark example of the importance of written articulation in PaR.83  The ambiguity appears not 
ƚŽŚĂǀĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇĚĞƚƌĂĐƚĞĚĨƌŽŵ^ ? ?ƐƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞŝƚǁĂƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ
 “ĨƵŶĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?My chief roles as perfilitator are to facilitate perfiĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?
                                                          
78 dŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚĂŶĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌ ?ƐƚƌĂŝŶ ?WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐŝŶĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚŝƐƉƌĞǀĞŶƚĞĚme from 
arriving at the Graduate School building with sufficient time to fully set up, liaise with Graduate School staff, 
and gather my thoughts before the commencement of the workshop.  Whilst the other perficipants and I 
ĂǁĂŝƚĞĚŵǇĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌ ?ƐĂƌƌŝǀĂů ?/added in an extra Bag-of-Tricks Playtime session, which gave this activity a 
foregrounded role, making for an informal but chaotic start to the workshop and also contributing to the 
disordered nature of the room.  I mention the above not as an excuse, but because these are factors which 
contributed to the overall character of the event and my perfilitation of it.  Indeed, my external examiner 
Kershaw suggests, and I agree, that I added the extra Bag-of-Tricks  W with all the implications for chaos and 
disorder that this brought  W as a function of being performed by the ecology of the evolving S5 environment. 
79 In this I was aided/hampered by the fans, which were intended to cool the room, but which also played 
havoc with my printed workshop plan and other paperwork. 
80 See A7.5 for the S5 main task. 
81 See also 7.5.1 above for further discussion regarding the balancing of structure and process. 
82 See 7.6 above for a description of the Ludic Acclimatisation. 
83 As Nelson notes (2013: 27), the status of practice as research is seldom self-evident.  This is particularly 
observable in this project, owing to the central role of ambiguity.  This also signals the difficulty of framing 
Spinstallation for different audiences, as noted in 7.4 above; the two perficipants that left may have felt 
similarly perplexed.   
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performativity and play(fulness), giving them the licence and confidence to engage on each 
front.  I took a light-touch approach as S5 developed because both were taking care of 
themselves, whereas S2 perficipants, for example, required more encouragement.  
Furthermore, the heightened ambiguity afforded significant levels of agency and potential 
creativity to perficipants, who produced the most original work since S3.84   
 
 
                                                          
84 The images and their captions below capture a sense of this originality.  You can see the full collection from 
each group here: See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-squadron-j-unit/, 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-squadron-m-unit/, and http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-
3-squadron-c-unit/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination). 
Fig.45: M Unit  W Budget Meeting.  






S5 was also the most social, collaborative, and imaginative Spinstallation, which I 
attribute to the boisterousness-factors noted above and also the foregrounded role of Bag-
of-Tricks Playtime, in which perficipants were encouraged to interact.  (I added an extra Bag-
of-Tricks Playtime whilst the group awaited my examiner, meaning that this section 
occurred twice and thus significantly coloured the overall character of S5  W see footnote 56.)  
The objects in the Bag-of-Tricks included a significant proportion of human and dinosaur 
Fig.46: J Unit  W Cruel Laughter.  
One of ten chapters charting a 
mythical tale of power and love. 
Fig.47: C Unit  W The Final 
Adventure.  El Jefe (of J Unit) comes 
to the aid of MDMA and Crap-Pot 




figures, which were intended to accustom perficipants to channelling their subjectivity 
through an object in advance of making totemic figures.  This appears to have worked 
(perhaps a little too) well, as the vast majority of videos produced depict pretend play 
invŽůǀŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ?85  This is no bad thing, however, since pretend play in 
childhood is particularly strongly associated with adult creativity (Russ, 2016), so, like the 
wordplay section, Bag-of-Tricks Playtime and totemic figures can also reconnect perficipants 
with childlike playforms crucial to the development of creative potential.86 
 
7.7.2: S5 ² Expert Perficipant Feedback 
 
As well as being performance-initiates, the supervisor- and drama-PhD-perficipants can be 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ‘ĞǆƉĞƌƚ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞǇ also have significant knowledge and experience of my 
project.  One noted that there was little differentiation between my Robbie Wilson and 
Captain Ludicrous personas, which also appeared to be hinted at by an examiner during S5.  
This relates to the PopuůĂƌƉŝůůĂƌŽĨ ?W ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇŽĨƚĞŶƌĞŵĂŝŶƐǀŝƐŝďůĞ
within all personas (Double, 2017: 21).  Whilst I had aimed to perfilitate this aspect with 
greater sophistication, the unclear delineation of personas is intended to highlight that all 
are one-and-the-ƐĂŵĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĂŶĚ ?ĐƌƵĐŝĂůůǇ ?ƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ-status, 
ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵĨƌŽŵďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌƐŽĨ ‘dŚĞĂƉƚĂŝŶ>ƵĚŝĐƌŽƵƐ^ŚŽǁ ? ? 
 An expert perficipant also commented that S5 seemed to work against its seminar 
room location, wondering why I did not choose a more overtly ludic space; however, this 
ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ^ ?ĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ǁŽƌŬ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇůŝŵŝƚŝŶŐ^ ? ?ƐĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?/ŵĂĚĞĞĨĨŽƌƚƐƚŽĞǆƉůŽƌĞƚŚĞƌŽŽŵ ?Ɛ
ludic affordances, such as incorporating its furniture into the sound-and-action warm-up,87 
but appreciate that this could be developed.88  dŚĞǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŶŽƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ?ŐŝǀĞŶŵǇƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
                                                          
85 /ŝŶĐůƵĚĞŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚŝƐ ?ĂƐ/ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚŝŶ^ ? ?ƐŵĂŝŶƚĂƐŬ ?ƐŽĂƐƚŽŵĂŬĞƵƉƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌƐ ?^ĞĞ
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-squadron-c-unit/, http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-
squadron-m-unit/, and http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-squadron-j-unit/ (PML\Spinstallation 
Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination). 
86 See also my comments on the wordplay section in 7.4.3 above. 
87 For a brief description of this, see 7.6 above. 
88 For example, in S-Zero I conducted an affordance-seeking expedition around the Exchange building during 
ƚŚŝƐǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ƐĚĞǀŝƐŝŶŐƐƚĂŐĞ ?ƐŽĐŽƵůĚƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌƉƌŽĐĞƐƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ'ƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐdƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ
Room and all future Spinstallation locations where possible. 
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aim to unearth ludic affordances, it was almost contradictory to use toys for Bag-of-Tricks 
Playtime.89  These were not the only objects, however, as I also provided paper cups, pens, 
string, and ribbon, none of which are characteristically ludic.  My aim was to subvert the 
overt affordances of the toys by highlighting their ludicrous aspects (tiny plastic dinosaurs in 
a re-sealable packet, for example) ĂŶĚƚŽƵƐĞƚŚĞŵĂƐĂ ‘ůƵĚŝĐǁĂƌŵ-ƵƉ ? ?ďŽƚŚƚŽĂƚƚƵŶĞ
perficipants to the ludic affordances of putatively non-ludic objects and encourage 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƚŽĞǆƉůŽƌĞƚŚĞŐƌŽƵƉ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂů-ludic affordances.  Of significance here is that 
Graduate School Spinstallations are open to all Kent postgraduates, so the workshops are 
designed to cater for wide variations in self-perceived ludic ability.  Notwithstanding this, it 
would be interesting to explore the effect of solely using putatively non-ludic objects in Bag-
of-Tricks Playtime.   
Bag-of-Tricks Playtime also aims to accustom perficipants to playing for ƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ?Ɛ
sake and attune them to structures, i.e.  “inherited or invented constraints ? ?ŽŐŽƐƚ ? ? ?16: 
153).  This is intended to put perficipants in a suitable frame-of-mind to engage with the 
wordplay task and main task.  Considering the popularity (again) of the wordplay task and 
the play(fulness) exhibited during the main task,90 perficipants seem to have found 
appropriate frames-of-mind.  Numerous perficipants commented that wordplay helped 
ƚŚĞŵƚŽ “ǀŝĞǁƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚǁĂǇ ?,  “ŵĂŬĞƚƌŝĐŬŝĞƌƚŚŝŶŐƐůĞƐƐƐĐĂƌǇ ?, and that they 
 “ǁŝůůĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇĂƉƉůǇ ? these discoveries.   
 I could have kept a tighter hand on the tiller of good ship Spinstallation, and had 
intended to do so, yet tightening my ŐƌŝƉǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞůĞƐƐĞŶĞĚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚ
potential creativity.  In being performed by a more chaotic ecology than in other 
Spinstallations, a higher level of ambiguity was generated, which led to high levels of 
play(fulness).  However, the fact that the groups of which I was not part focused all their 
videos on the antics of their totemic figures suggests a level of performance-conservatism; 
                                                          
89 I am aware that Bag-of-Tricks Playtime could be construed as fungineering, which I criticised in 3.3.  
However, whereas fungineering aims to make a workplace fun, Spinstallation introduces perficipants to tactics 
for cultivating a ludic disposition; fungineering addresses the material, Spinstallation addresses the ontological. 
90 /ǁŝůůŶŽƚĂŶĂůǇƐĞƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽƐŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŝŶĐĞƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐĨŽĐƵƐŝƐŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚ
success in the main task consists in the various qualities of play(fulness) on display across the three groups.  As 
seen in Figs 45 W47: J Unit produced an entire character-driven, rollicking narrative comprised of ten episodes - 
http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/ludico-kent-3-squadron-j-unit/.  M Unit produced a sketch that plays upon 
university administrative practices - http://bit.ly/2gOfrNL.  C Unit produced an episode that instigates 
play(fulness) between groups - http://bit.ly/2xSkAZs.   
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perficipants did not put themselves centre-stage.  More clarity and guidance from myself 
may have encouraged perficipants to emerge from behind their totems.  In future, it would 
be interesting to retain the free-flowing ambiguity of S5 followed by a second, shorter 
wŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞƐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ďǇŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐĂŵŽƌĞĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐ
structure. 
 
ƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?^ ? ?ƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐĂĨĨŽƌĚĞĚƵƐĞĨƵůůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ
both of know-how and theoretical concerns intertwined.  In addition to the needs and 
expectations of the Graduate School, postgraduate perficipants, and myself as both 
practitioner and researcher, S5 demanded that I consider and balance also those of my 
supervisors and examiners.  The presence of these last two groups should not have 
necessitated any considerations different to those of previous Graduate School 
Spinstallations, since, in theory, both supervisors and examiners are completely impartial, 
and therefore will engage with the work as it is intended without any alterations.  However, 
my project shows this to be an unattainable ideal both because of its destabilising of the 
objective-subjective dichotomy and the related notion that all those present partially co-
constitute the ecological system of the performance that itself performs everyone involved.  
In this way, my conceptual framework, developed mainly in Chapters 2 & 4 and extended 
through Chapters 5 & 6, elucidates even the practicalities of performance practice research 
itself and its examination.  Moreover, even if examiners and supervisors were able to 
engage with a performance entirely objectively, their presence will always siginifcantly alter 
the character of the experience from the perspective of the perfilitator, which would, in 
turn, effect change in the system as a whole.  The fact that, as noted above, my examiners 
reported feeling perplexed indicates that I did not effectively balance, or manage, their 
needs and expectations.  On the other hand, the number of ticks and affirmative comments 
from Kershaw on the S5 section (7.7  W 7.7.2) of the version of this written document on 
which I was examined indicates that we largely agree in our analysis, so perhaps 
orchestrating the unexpected is no bad thing.91 
                                                          
91 KŶƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ‘ŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ?ŝƐŶŽƚĂďĂĚĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŚĂƚŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĚŽĞƐ ?dŚĞƉŚƌĂƐĞ
also has a pleasing paradoxicality to it. 
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Of all Spinstallations, ^ ?ŝƐƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞƐƚĂƌŬĞƐƚĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
although a perfilitator necessarily affects the balance between structure and process, by 
ďŽƚŚĚĞǀŝƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƉůĂǇŝŶŐĂŵĂũŽƌƌŽůĞŝŶƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?Ɛ
affective atmosphere, that balance can only be calibrated in the evolving moment of 
performance.  This calibration of the balance determines the tension of that particular 
performance, which, of course, can be recalibrated as the performance evolves.  In my 
experience, however, the most affecting 4P performances tend to develop a particular 
tension early on, which tends not to become significantly recalibrated, as S5 shows.  This 
point attests simultaneously, and perhaps paradoxically, both to the difficulty of significantly 
recalibrating personal ecologies and to the potential for doing so by entering into inherently 
unpredictable 4P performances that take on a life of their own.  I recognised the difficulty of 
effecting recalibration in 4.3.1 ĂŶĚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚƚŚŝƐŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽ ‘ƐǇƐƚĞŵŵĞƐŚŝŶŐ ?ŝŶ
Wandercast in 6.3.1 and 6.4.1.  The potential for my practice to effect successful 
recalibration was demonstrated by instances of feedback such as a ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐĨĞĞůŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
a location within their performance of Wandercast Ep.3 ŵŝŐŚƚŶŽǁ “always be underwater ? 
for them.  I suggest that successful recalibration is dependent upon approaching 
play(fulness) as an end in itself, a point which is embodied by the LP principles of Just Play 
Along (3.6.1) and Play First, Ask Questions Later (3.6.4), and which also pertains to 
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂůƌĂŵŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞ/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŚĞůƉƐƚŽĨŽƐƚĞƌ
ŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛ “worldfulness ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? W see 4.3). 
dŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨ^ ?ŝŶŶŽǁĂǇƐĞĞŵĞĚƚŽŝŶŚŝďŝƚĂŶǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵů )ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?
ƐĂǀĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƐůŝŐŚƚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚďǇƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞŝƌdŽƚemic 
Figures, which suggests that I had learned how to find a good balance in this respect by this 
ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ?dŚĞŬŶŽǁ-how I had developed with regard to 
ĂƐƐƵĂŐŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƐĞůĨ-consciousness was demonstrably effective, although, 
as noted at the start of this section, the higher-than-average proportion in S5 of perficipants 
with performance experience undoubtedly affected the balance also, so I cannot take too 




7.8: Conclusion  
 
The significant changes implemented with each Spinstallation testify to the difficulties of 
negotiating its terrain.  Throughout, I have been wrestling with the underlying problem of 
how to construct a workshop that seeks to facilitate play(fulness) and demonstrate its value 
without instrumentalising it or presenting it as a skill.92  In a family (S1), arts (S3), or arts-
academic setting (S-Zero), this is challenging, yet the licence for a theatrical or 
contemporary performance aesthetic allows for an appropriately conducive atmosphere.  In 
an undifferentiated academic environment, however, such as a Graduate School Researcher 
Development Workshop, it is very difficult to find the right pitch and balance. 
 Each Spinstallation involved compromise, highlighting this issue as ever-present 
within workshop-based play(fulness) perfilitation.  Furthermore, the Graduate School 
Spinstallations (S2, S4, S5) embodied the ludic inhibition of higher education that I discussed 
in Chapter 3.  I felt implicit pressure to foreground Spinstallation ?Ɛextrinsic benefits (which 
are difficult to foreground because they are potential and deferred), yet two perficipants 
still withdrew because they could not perceive sufficient tangible benefit.  I feel that I have 
had some success in negotiating this terrain, but Spinstallation constitutes evidence that it 
will take more than one PhD to combat ludic inhibition. 
I have endeavoured to present to perficipants a careful, nuanced (implicit) framing 
of Spinstallation as an example of ludic pedagogy, i.e. as ontologically oriented,93 though not 
always entirely successfully.  Such an endeavour might be better served by a pair or series of 
workshops to allow for the nuances to be more fully explored and understood, which could 
constitute a future research project.  That said, some of the work produced within S2, S4 
and S5 demonstrates that not all the subtleties of a complex approach such as Spinstallation 
need to be unambiguously understood in order for it to produce quality outcomes.  
Furthermore, it is reasonable to conclude that, as predominantly non-arts postgraduates,94 
                                                          
92 See A4.2 for further discussion of play(fulness) as not being a skill, but a mode of being. 
93 See Chapter 3 for a full discussion of ludic pedagogy. 
94 Only one out of 13 perficipants across S2 and S4 came from the School of Arts.  It is also possible that 
postgraduates are too heterogeneous a group to be considered a community as such.  However, this would 
mean that my aim of inter-community dialogue in S1 was actually more fully achieved in S2 and S4.  Judging 
from the names on the registers, the Graduate School Spinstallations certainly attracted perficipants from a 
wide range of cultural backgrounds, which is indicative of the Kent postgraduate population. 
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S2 and S4 perficipants on average likely began from a lower baseline of playfulness, or at 
least were less accustomed to engaging with performance structures.  As with all strands of 
this practice, however, perficipants self-select, thus indicating interest in, though not 
necessarily aptitude for, the ludic.  Nonetheless, I argue that Spinstallation has proved 
effective with a widely varied group of perficipants across S-Zero WS5, and thus supports my 
aim to develop accessible and attractive practice. 
It could also be argued that I compromised the integrity of Spinstallation by 
becoming a paid employee of the Graduate School  W a corporate stooge, perhaps.  It is 
certainly true that S2, S4, and S5 had a different structure and atmosphere to other 
iterations, partly owing to the fact that I felt pressure to conform to traditional epistemic 
paradigms in order to have my proposal accepted.  Once accepted, I had an ethical, 
professional, and artistic duty to ensure that perficipants did not feel like my playthings.  
dŚŝƐůĞĚŽŶĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƚŽĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ^ ?ǁĂƐ “ůŝŬĞĂŶŽƌŵĂů'ƌĂĚ ?^ĐŚŽŽůǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉ ?ĂŶĚ
ƚŚĂƚ “ŝƚƐƚĂƌƚĞĚŝŶƋƵŝƚĞĂĨŽƌŵĂůǁĂǇ ? ?/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚat this constitutes compromise, but not 
compromise of integrity, since the value of this project rests in part on its being applicable, 
replicable, and having a potential life beyond this PhD.  For that to happen, perfilitators will 
have to be able to earn a living, which will often entail negotiating a compromise between 
ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐĂŝŵƐ ?&Žůů ǁŝŶŐĂŶĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĨƌŽŵŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ?
this practice will always be a subsystem; any subversion of, or changes within, the larger 
system must be carefully weighted so as not to cause so great a perturbation that the 
practice is terminated.  Furthermore, I acted on the above feedback, beginning S4 and S5 in 
a more relaxed fashion and making the presentation more informal.  The particularity of 
each Spinstallation indicates my commitment to tailoring each iteration to its setting and 
perficipants, whilst Spinstallation ?Ɛ developmental trajectory indicates the reflexive nature 
of this PaR as a whole. 
I began this chapter by considering Spinstallation ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƚŽƚŚĞĂƌƚ
installation; I will close this chapter by revisiting the subject of the installation in the next 
section.  Before that, I review what I have learnt from Spinstallation.  S-Zero revealed the 
intrinsic social learning aspect of the practice, which influenced my development of LP in 
Chapter 3.  S1 taught me that the difficulties of perficipant recruitment, at least in a PhD 
context, make situating Spinstallation within institutional initiatives a practicable 
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proposition despite the challenges of stakeholder expectations.  In S2 I discovered that 
Spinstallation operates like participant-action-research, that balancing stakeholder 
ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇǁĂƐďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐa major challenge, and 
discovered the power of Totemic Figures to ease perficipants into performative 
play(fulness).  The balancing of tasks (i.e. structure) against play(ful) process emerged from 
S3 to become another crucial concern, thereby raising the prospect of structure-process-
tension as a pattern-which-connects multiple elements and levels of this project.  In S4, the 
ŝƐƐƵĞŽĨĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ?ƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐŶĂƚƵƌĞƌĞĂƐƐĞƌƚĞĚŝƚƐĞůĨ ?ĂƐ/ǁĂƐƌĞŵŝŶĚĞĚƚŚĂƚ
no amount of planning can outweigh the impact of system dynamics on the day.  This last 
point was highlighted more starkly still in S5, which provided one of the most intense 
experiences of being performed by a system as occurred anywhere in the project.  S5 also 
showed how my conceptual framework can elucidate matters relating to processes of 
practice research itself, such as its examination. 
In summation, the chronological treatment of the Spinstallations has allowed the 
discussion and analysis relating to the key elements of know-how mentioned in this 
ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƚŽĞǀŽůǀĞĨƌŽŵĂĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚ
strikes to the heart of this project and its conceptual framework.  For example, at the end of 
7.5.1, I explained how my practical balancing acts as perfilitator in S2 and S3 both revealed 
and elucidated the tension between structure and process that emerged as a central 
concern of this project.  These conceptual considerations then revealed insights into 
practical matters, as with my discussion at the end of the previous subsection of issues 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽŵǇƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƐ ?ĂŶĚĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌƐ ?ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŝŶ ^ ? ?ƚŚƵƐĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƵƚƵĂů
elucidation of practice and theory that is a hallmark of effective practice research. 
 
7.8.1: Installation Revisited 
 
From an overly ambitious initial idea including turning a woodland glade into a front room, 
ǁŚŝĐŚŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐĐůĞĂƌůǇĂĐĐŽƌĚƐǁŝƚŚŝƐŚŽƉ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶĂƌƚ
discussed earlier, Spinstallation began disguised as Perplexpedition.  In S-Zero, the area 
around the Exchange building became an interactive installation, with perficipants exploring 
ludic affordances revealed by Captain Ludicrous.  The S-Zero area could be considered a 
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 ‘ĨŽƵŶĚŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝŶƚŚĞŵĂŶŶĞƌŽĨĂƵĐŚamp readymade, yet whereas readymades are 
installed in a gallery to be appreciated as art, the S-Zero environment becomes an 
installation only in interaction with perficipants.  Paralleling my discussion of affordances,95 
the S-Zero installation is a property of the perficipant-environment system. 
 S1 took a very small-scale, covert approach to the installation.  The Mini-Worlds and 
the woodland in which they were ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚƵŶĚŽƵďƚĞĚůǇĨŽƌŵĞĚĂ “ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌƚŽƚĂůŝƚǇ ? ?ŝƐŚŽƉ ?
2005: 6), and thus an installation, since they constituted the homes and social spaces of the 
Twiglets who guard the entire woodland.  As the Twiglets themselves are small when in 
twig-form, any spaces created or augmented for them must also be mini.  Combine this with 
the fact that the perficipants worked with all-natural materials and the result is an 
installation difficult to spot despite its proximity to the path.  However, were any passers-by 
to discover it, then they too could become perficipants by populating the installation with 
Twiglets of their own. 
 Iterations S2 WS5 built upon the notion of the found installation existing only in 
interaction.96  ,ĞƌĞ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƚŽƚĞŵŝĐĨŝŐƵƌĞƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ĂŶĚŶŽŶ-perficipant 
ŝŶŚĂďŝƚĂŶƚƐĂƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĐŽŵŵĞntaries on their activities, 
paralleling the way that un-spun installations incorporate other visitors (Bishop, 2005: 11).  
S2, S4, and S5 also include the totality of the academic environment, in its material, social, 
and conceptual elements, or at least that of postgraduates at Kent.  As installations invoke 
reflexivity by heightening awareness of the responses they elicit (ibid: 6), so Spinstallation 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ “ƐĞĞŝŶŐƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚǁĂǇƐ ? ?^ ? ) ?ŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŚĞƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?
but the conceptual environment also, via the popular renaming exercise.  This also indicates 
ƚŚĂƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŚĂďŝƚƵĂůĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ-filters may have been thrown into relief.  S3 included 
the social environment of Prague, especially the large queue to enter the exhibition centre 
opposite Studio ALTA.97  /ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐďĞĐŽŵĞ
                                                          
95 My main discussion of affordances occurs at 4.4. 
96 dŚĞƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞŽĨ ?ŝŶĐŚŽĂƚĞůǇ )ĐĂƉƚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽŶǀŝĚĞŽƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚtŽůĨŐĂŶŐdŝůůŵĂŶƐ ?ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ
of presenting ephemeral installations through photography; he has described a central thrust of his work to be 
 “translating the three dimensional world into two dimensional pictures ? ?ŝŶdĂƚĞ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ? 
97 See Environmental Adjustment, in which Rabbit has to close her third eye because the world is too big, 
before inspecting a young person, and Refugee Solidarity, in which Pupik describes an impromptu 
demonstration regarding the refugee crisis (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/pupik-and-rabbit/ or 
PML\Spinstallation Videos\S3 Ludic Stance\Pupik & Rabbit). 
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the installation itself; they are the active ingredient.  Without perficipants, Spinstallation 
cannot exist, whereas installations arguably exist independently of viewers, notwithstanding 
the fact that installations are experientially focused (ibid: 8). 
/ŶĂƐĞŶƐĞ ?ĞĂĐŚƐƚƌĂŶĚŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵƐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŝŶƚŽĂŶ
installation in and through interaction, since each is designed to shift and expand 
perception-action cycles beyond the normative and functional whilst heightening awareness 
ŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂŶĚŽĨŽŶĞƐĞůĨǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚ ?dŚŝƐƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐŝƐŚŽƉ ?ƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
installation art as structuring particular kinds of heightened experience for the viewer (ibid: 
6 W ? ? ) ?ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽŝƐŚŽƉ ?ƐƚǇƉŽůŽŐǇ ?ƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞŶĚĞƌƐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
installation.  This project conceives of play(fulness) as philosophy in action (to borrow 
ĂƌƌĞƚƚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ?ƉŚƌĂƐĞ )ĂŶĚŽĨůŝĨĞĂƐĂƌƚ ?In the modern era, the latter impulse can be 
traced back to DĂƌŝŶĞƚƚŝ ?ƐǁŽƌĚƐ P “ƚŚĞƚŝŵĞǁŝůůĐŽŵĞǁŚĞŶůŝĨĞǁŝůůŶŽůŽŶŐĞƌďĞĂƐŝŵƉůĞ
matter of bread and labour QďƵƚĂǁŽƌŬŽĨĂƌƚ ? ?ŝŶ'ŽůĚďĞƌŐ ? ? ? ? ? P 30); perhaps that time 
has come. 
 
I have now contextualised and conceptualised the project, and reported on each of its 
ƐƚƌĂŶĚƐ ?dŚĞĨŝŶĂůĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƐĞĞŬƐƚŽĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĂŚƵďǁŚŝĐŚĚƌĂǁƐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ




Part III: Consolidation 
 
Chapter 8: Conclusion 
 
8.1: Play Us Out 
 
This project has introduced and developed the 4P methodology, The Ludic Triangle of 
practice, and LudicrousPilgrim in order to explore the interrelations between performance, 
play(fulness), and ecology.  As well as validating my hunch that ludic participatory 
performance can positively recalibrate personal ecologies, this exploration has illuminated 
the structure of the interactions involved, indicating that ludic ecology has philosophical 
significance.  By highlighting ludic affordances, this project has enabled perficipants to more 
ĐůŽƐĞůǇĐŽŶƚĂĐƚƚŚĞŝƌƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ ? “seeing them for the first time again ? ?Wandercast Ep.3).  
&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?/ŚĂǀĞƐŚŽǁŶƚŚĂƚŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚŝŶŐWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐĚĂŝůy routines  W strategies 
for which my practice offers  W ǁŝůůůŝŬĞůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐĂŶĚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ? 
In addition to summarising my methods and outcomes, in this chapter I will revisit 
and reintegrate a number of aspects that motivate and/or underpin this project, so as to 
ĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚĞďŽƚŚƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŵƵůƚŝ-level terrain upon which I have 
situated it and also the claims I have made arising from my findings.  As outlined in the 
Roadmap, at 1.6.8 ?/ďĞŐŝŶďǇƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐƵƉŽŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶƐŝŶ ƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨŚŽǁƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ?EĞǆƚ ?/ĞǆƉůĂŝŶƚŚĞŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůŽŐǇŽĨƚŚĞ
emergence and increasing importance of relationality and ambiguity, or potentiality, within 
the project.  This then facilitates my discussion of certain paradoxes and limitations intrinsic 
to the Triangle as a whole, before I move to consider the pros and cons of each strand in 
turn, while considering also the relationship each bears to key elements of my play(fulness) 
formulation and conceptual framework.  This section also elucidates how each strand 
pertains both to the PaR and practice-based-research aspects of the project.  Next, I review 
the epistemic contributions I argue that this project offers, as I outlined in 1.2, and detail 
how the contributions arise from my practical, methodological, and conceptual findings.  
Following this, I recount key points of know-how pertaining to The Ludic Triangle and 
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expand upon the chief insider insight that I have derived from conducting this project: Ludic 
Ambiguity.  I then point to some areas in which my practice could be valuably applied and 
set out some potential avenues for future research.  Finally, I consolidate my claim that this 
project has the potential to effect positive recalibration of personal ecologies. 
During early stages I adopted ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?Ɛ “ŝƌƌĞĚƵĐŝďůĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨƉƵƌĞƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?
(1970: 25 W ? ? )ƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŵǇƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĨŽĐƵƐ ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?s phrase highlights the 
ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚ ?ƋƵŝĐŬƐŝůǀĞƌŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝƐŝŶƋƵŝƌǇ ?ƐĐĞŶƚƌĂůĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ?dŚŝƐĂůƐŽĨĂĐƚŽƌƐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐǀĂůƵĞĂŶĚĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?ƐŝŶĐĞWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐŝƐůĞƐƐĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇƐƚƵĚŝĞĚƚŚĂŶƉůĂǇ
(when the two are distinguished), as well as play(fulness) not having been studied in the 
wild through PaR heretofore.1  Investigating an abstract phenomenon through concrete, 
practical means tested my skills both as an artist and researcher, leading me to develop 
performance structures that prioritise form over content.  I acknowledge the influence of 
practices variously termed walking (Mock, 2009; Walking Artists Network, 2018), pedestrian 
(Darby, 2013; Lavery, 2009), and ambulatory performance (Myers, 2011b; Smith, 2009a).2  
However, these practices tend to engage with notions of place as a meaningful construct,3 
whereas my practice manifests rooted placelessness, so as to afford both site-non-specificity 
and the illuminating of (abstract) play(fulness). 
I have also explored the social contexts in which to situate the work.  This revealed 
ŝŶŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞůƵĚŝĐ ?ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚůǇƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶƚ
social role, and showed my practice to embody broadly applicable pedagogical principles.  
Interplay between practical and tĞǆƚƵĂůƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂĐƌŽƐƐĂůůĂƌĞĂƐĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞĚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
destabilisation of the PaR/practice-based-research distinction.  The processes which 
                                                          
1 To the best of my knowledge, that is. 
2 For practice reviews pertaining to the three strands, see A5.3, 6.2, and A7.6. 
3 I recognise that the above performance forms are considered as having emerged from ƚŚŽƐĞƚĞƌŵĞĚ ‘ƐŝƚĞ-
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ? but that they have also been integral in the radical rethinking of those forms and the site-specific 
project more generally.  Wilkie implicates peripatetic practices in a wider move from an investigation into the 
nature and meaning of one particular site to seeking answers to wider questions arising from the constitution 
of site (2008: 100 W102).  I also note that this rethinking has, in recent times, led to greater concern for the 
environment and a move away from its anthropocentric (ab)use as little more than a backdrop (Darby, 2013; 
Pearson, 2010; Wilkie, 2008), which is in part why the above practices sparked my interest.  I contend that the 
difference largely lies in my foregrounding of the ludic above concerns regarding site. 
I say this notwithstanding the fact that I discuss place in relation to Wandercast (see Chapter 6), since said 
discussion pertains to perceptual processes that apply anywhere, rather than associative ones particular to 




ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ĚŽŝŶŐ-ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂů
thinking led to theory-generation as well as feeding back into the doing-thinking of the 
practice, though these should not be considered strictly separate.  In this chapter, I assess 
ƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝƚƐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚŝƚƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨƵƚƵƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ďĞĨŽƌĞĐůŽƐŝŶŐ
ďǇŝŶƚĞƌǁĞĂǀŝŶŐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶŬĞǇŵŽƚŝĨƐ ?&ŝƌƐƚ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŝŶůŝŐŚƚŽĨĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ?ƐĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐĞĂƐĂ




This writing seeks to articulate the ways in which this project produces knowledge, although 
the central role of ambiguity positions the most valuable knowledge associated with this 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐǁŚĂƚĂƌŶĞƚƚƚĞƌŵƐ “DŽĚĞ ? ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ “ŬŶŽǁŝŶŐ-in-and-with-ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
69).  As uncertainty is an ontological condition (ibid), which is therefore predominantly felt, 
ƚŚĞƐĞŬŶŽǁŝŶŐƐĂƌĞďĞƐƚĞŶŐĂŐĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?dŽƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞĂŶĚ
appreciate the significance of these knowings, however, one needs to engage with the 
writing, though even both together cannot render Mode 3 knowings in their fullness; one 
must discover such knowings for oneself.  Knowings such as these are liminal, relational, 
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞĚďǇƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƌĞƐŽŶĂƚĞƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞƉŝƐƚĞŵŽůogy.  
For example, my notion of play(fulness) is a subjective one; Chapter 2 can set the scene, but 
you must step onstage yourself to discover phenomenally whether it holds true for you.  By 
playing this project  W allowing experiences and associations arising from its practical and 
other modes of inquiry to interact with one another whilst holding open a state of ambiguity 
 W its implications can be most fully apprehended.   
I can now appraise the practical inquiry as a whole, and each strand individually, in 
light of the language-based inquiry that this document represents.  In the next section, I also 
explore some of the aforementioned associations as I see them.  However, it is only if you, 
the reader, allow yourself to be performed by Wandercasts, or perhaps find your own 
performative ludic-environmental interactions inspired by my affective documentation, that 




8.3: Practical Pros & Cons 
 
One ŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐǀŝƚĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůƉĂƌĂĚŽǆĞƐŝƐƚŚĂƚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐƐŝŵƵůƚĂŶĞŽƵƐůǇ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶĂŶĚůŝďĞƌĂƚĞ “ƚŚĞŝƌƌĞĚƵĐŝďůĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨƉƵƌĞƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ? ?,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W26). 
Structure is always necessary to bring play(fulness) into being, yet inherently inhibits certain 
manifestations of play(fulness).  At the end of 7.7.2, I described my approach within 
institutional Spinstallations, somewhat paradoxically, as  ‘ŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ ? ?ŝŶĂ
wider context, one could describe the effectivities of structure within The Ludic Triangle as a 
ǁŚŽůĞĂƐ ‘orchestrating spontaneity ? ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉĂƌĂĚŽǆŝĐĂůƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ
orchestrating spontaneity evokes effectively the paradoxical situation of ludic liberation 
throuŐŚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚ ?ŽŐŽƐƚĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚĨƌĞĞĚŽŵŝƚƐĞůĨĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐŝŶƚŚĞ “ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ
ƚŽĞǆƉůŽƌĞƚŚĞŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĞĚŽƌŝŶǀĞŶƚĞĚĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶƚƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĂƌŐƵĞƐĂƌĞ
fundamental to creativity (2016: 146 W ? ? ? ) ?ƌĞƐŽŶĂƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚEŽǀŝƚǌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐƌĞĂtivity theory.  
The role of any facilitator is to present structures that create conditions favourable to 
desired outcomes, encouraging participants to engage whilst preserving their autonomy.   
The strand within which perficipants have had most autonomy has been 
Perplexpedition, which has produced some very surprising performances, such as the Shake-
a-Shake Funk dance in #5.54 ĂŶĚĂƌƵďďĞƌůŝŽŶďĞŝŶŐŬŝĐŬĞĚĨƌŽŵĂŵĂŶ ?ƐĨĂĐĞŝŶ ? ? ?5  This 
unpredictability, and the fact that I am always physically present for Perplexpedition, has 
played a large part in making this strand the most rewarding to perfilitate. 
 Another inescapable limitation of this project is my Playfulness itself.  In my view, 
objective Playfulness cannot exist, so I can only use my own; however, this entails that my 




                                                          
4 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/the-big-show/ (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#5.5 The Big Show). 





In 2.4, I argued that Playfulness predominantly associates with the positive affect commonly 
attributed to play.  A key associate of positive affect, which some deem representative (e.g. 
Demaree et al., 2004), is amusement.  As well as bemusement, amusement constitutes the 
overwhelming response to Perplexpedition, particularly later iterations.   
 
 
While proof is not possible here, as I explained in 1.4.3.1 and 1.5, this suggests that 
Perplexpedition generates Playfulness, achieving its primary practical aim.  It is possible that 
my own experience of positive affect led me to perceive non-existent positive affect in 
perficipants; however, the collective nature of affective atmospheres (Anderson, 2009: 78 W
79) makes it more likely that the feeling was shared.  Perplexpedition videos allow the 
reader to draw their own conclusions.  I do not claim that perficipant-affect is necessarily 
positive throughout or profound; I claim that, on balance, it is positively valenced and that 
Fig.48: Amused perficipants. 
 266 
 
observable amusement indicates Playfulness.  Perplexpedition is also particularly fertile from 
a practice-based perspective.  It instigated the development of play(fulness), revealed the 
importance of ludic ambiguity, and was thus insƚƌƵŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛ
inquiry into play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon. 
 Perplexpedition ?ƐĨůĞĞƚŝŶŐŶĞƐƐĂŶĚƐƉŽŶƚĂŶĞŝƚǇĂƌĞďŽƚŚĂƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚĂŶĚĂǁĞĂŬŶĞƐƐ ?
These qualities have engendered arguably some of the most Playful encounters between 
perficipants and perfilitator, which is made more noteworthy since Perplexpedition involves 
the most risk and therefore evidences high levels of trust between all involved.  This trust 
could have been influenced by Perplexpedition being framed as PhD research, lending the 
work a certain credibility.  Nonetheless, the dynamic negotiation of Playfulness within these 
ďƌŝĞĨĞŶĐŽƵŶƚĞƌƐĐĂŶďĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ “ĞĐŽƐŽĐŝĂůŝƚǇ ? ?ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ
interactors offer one another mutual support in order to survive and thrive within a risky yet 
exhilarating situation (2015: 118).  Perplexpedition therefore offers a model for recalibrating 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŝŶŽƵƌ ‘ĂŐĞŽĨƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ? ?ĂƵŵĂŶ ?
2007).   
However, the brevity and one-off nature of live Perplexpedition performances means 
that any directly attributable changes will be negligible.  For this reason, I developed 
Perplexpedition with dissemination of its tactics in mind from the outset via the tertiary, 
digital element of the strand that preserves its Playfulness and makes its tactics available to 
a global audience.  This project as a whole is limited in that the modest extent of individual 
ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝƐƵŶůŝŬĞůǇƚŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐŝŐŶŝĨ ĐĂŶƚĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ǇĞƚ/ĐůĂŝm the likelihood 
of such change in the event of more time and more practitioners being devoted to its 




Wandercast ?ƐŵĂŝŶĚƌĂǁďĂĐŬŝƐƚŚĞĂďƐĞŶĐĞŽĨĨĂĐĞ-to-face perfilitation, which renders 
impossible any in-the-moment adjustments aimed at increasing perficipation-perfilitation 
meshing, with the associated risk of limited engagement.6  However, Wandercast ?Ɛ
                                                          
6 For an instance of limited engagement, see 6.4.1. 
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inflexibility lends it valuable archival stability.  Furthermore, remote perfilitation vastly 
increases Wandercast ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƌĞĂĐŚĂŶĚŵŝŶŝŵŝƐĞƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌĐŽĞƌĐŝŽŶ ?7 
perficipants can engage on their own terms and can simply turn me off!  Then again, this 
does limit its potential to nudge perficipants beyond their comfort-zone.  Furthermore, 
although the internet makes it possible for anyone with a connection to access Wandercast, 
the volume of online content makes it difficult to establish an audience, especially when 
other matters take precedence over digital-networking/marketing, as is the case here.  
Although I publicised Wandercast among potentially interested groups such as the Walking 
Artists Network, I nonetheless needed to engage undergraduates in order to secure a 
significant number of perficipants and feedback questionnaire respondents.  As I discuss in 
6.4 W6.4.1, placing Wandercast within a module may have coloured (positively or negatively) 
ƵŶĚĞƌŐƌĂĚƵĂƚĞƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨŝƚ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂ Wandercast was accepted into the 
ŵŽĚƵůĞĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĐĂůƵƚŝůŝƚǇ ? 
On the practice-ďĂƐĞĚĨƌŽŶƚ ?ƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ?ƐƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂďƐĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞůǇƐŽůŽ
nature of Wandercast Eps 1-3 ĂĨĨŽƌĚŝůůƵŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐĞĨĨĞĐƚƐŽŶƉĞƌĐ ƉƚŝŽŶ ? 
Wandercast ?ƐĂƵƌĂůƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĚƵƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐŽĂĨĨŽƌĚƐ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ )ĐůĞĂƌ
foregrounding of particular ludic affordance-types (e.g. physical), as well as facilitating 





A key lesson from Spinstallation, evident throughout Chapter 7, is the issue of compromise 
when seeking to perfilitate play(fulness) through workshops.  S-Zero and S3 required 
compromise on duration, S1 involved an unknowing compromise on the diversity of the 
group, and the Graduate School Spinstallations required compromise in terms of framing.  
The fact that the Graduate School perficipants who left Spinstallations both cited a lack of 
instrumental benefit indicates the difficulty of articulating the value of such work in these 
                                                          
7 Notwithstanding the fact that Wandercast Ep.3 was integrated into a first-year undergraduate module, 
meaning that, for the majority of Ep.3 perficipants, it was mandatory!  This is a factor relating to the PhD 
context, i.e. the need to gather sufficient data, rather than Wandercast itself. 
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settings.  Although I was clear in the workshop that any extrinsic benefit is potential and 
ĚĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ ?/ĚŝĚĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚƐƵĐŚďĞŶĞĨŝƚďǇƉůĂĐŝŶŐƚŚĞǁŽƌĚƐ ‘ĐƌĞĂƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶ
ƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ ?ƚŝƚůĞƐ ?dŚĂƚƐĂŝĚ ?ƚŚĞǀĂƐƚŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨ'ƌĂĚƵĂƚĞ^ĐŚŽŽůƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ
finding Spinstallation both enjoyable and useful.8   
 One of Spinstallation ?ƐŵĂũŽƌƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚƐŝƐŝƚƐŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐǁŚŝĐŚĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚ
physical, social, and conceptual ludic affordances within one event, such as Sound & Action, 
the main task, and Neologism Time in S5.  The Graduate School Spinstallations were also the 
only elements of the project to overtly address conceptual play(fulness) in relation to a work 
environment, since Neologism Time is specifically tailored to play(fulness) within academic 
work.  My supervisors commented that this strand did not seem to investigate ludic 
affordances with the same clarity as the mono-focused Wandercasts.  I accept this, since the 
multiplicity of foci within Spinstallation could be construed as a less differentiated approach 
to ludic affordances.  Nonetheless, this highlights the need to appraise the strands as a 
whole as well as individually; I devised multiple strands in order to employ a range of focal 
approaches.  It could also be argued that, in contrast to Wandercast, Spinstallation ?Ɛ
ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ ‘ĐŚĂŶŶĞůƐ ?ƉƌĞƐ ŶƚƐĂƚƌƵĞƌƉŝĐƚƵƌĞŽĨŚŽǁ
affordances operate in general.9 
 
The above subsections demonstrate the complementarity of my multiperspectival research 
methodology.  The limitations of any one strand are often offset by the strengths of 
another, such that the project overall possesses significant validity and comprehensiveness.  
For instance, the breadth of Spinstallation is complemented by Wandercast ?ƐƚŝŐŚƚŶĞƐƐŽĨ
focus, Wandercast ?ƐƌĞŵŽƚĞŶĞƐƐŝƐĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŚŝŐŚ-intensity of Perplexpedition, 
and Perplexpedition ?ƐůŽŽƐĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŝƐĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞĚďǇSpinstallation ?Ɛ
comparatively more ordered framework.10  Furthermore, all three strands have been 
                                                          
8 As these are self-reports, and since there was no cost attached to perficipation, this again should be taken as 
an indication of plausibility, rather than hard evidence of enjoyment and usefulness. 
9 As Turner argues (2005: 798), affordances cannot exist in isolation. It is also notable that S-Zero, S3, and S5 in 
particular showed considerable exploration of social-ludic affordances, which are less commonly considered 
and thus may not have ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞĚƉƌŽŵŝŶĞŶƚůǇŝŶŵǇƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌ ?Ɛ analysis.  Although social affordances are not 
absent from the literature (e.g. Loveland, 1991; Valenti & Gold, 1991), the tendency has been to understand 
affordances in terms of motor-action (Rietveld & Kiverstein, 2014). 
10 As I signalled in the Introduction (1.2.1) and intimated above (8.2), all three strands are loosely structured in 








I suggested in the Introduction that this project makes several epistemic contributions 
pertaining to practical, theoretical, and methodological issues within PaR, ecological 
performance, and play-studies.  I am now in a position to outline how these have 
manifested, taking them in their original order. 
 
8.4.1: Practical Methodology & Models 
 
I have developed and refined The Ludic Triangle, my models for 4P, by exploring how to 
facilitate ludic-environmental interactions, the potential benefit of which I have 
demonstrated in Chapters 2 W4.  I noted in the Introduction that the strands constitute novel 
means of studying human play(fulness) in the wild, as I hope to have shown within the Case 
Studies.  As I intimated in 1.4.2, the strands contribute to the field of ecological performance 
theoretically ďǇƐǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐŝŶŐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞŽĨŵŝŶŝŵĂůŝƐƚƵŶŝƚƐŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ
with ludic affordances and practically by creating structures which apply this principle to 
quotidian situations.  Wandercast feedback suggests that sustained enaction of ludic 
ĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĚŽĞƐƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂǀĂƌŝĞƚǇŽĨĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƐƵĐŚ
change can last beyond the performance.11   
 This presents the plausibility of 4P structures facilitating beneficial ecological change, 
which I described as performative-ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůƚŚĞƌĂƉǇĨŽƌ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƐŽĐŝĞƚŝĞƐ ?
 ?<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǇĨŽƌĞŐƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ƐŝŶŚĞƌ ŶƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )Ănd integrating 
this into the quotidian, this project suggests that we can compound the positive effects of 
both play(fulness) and performance.  For example, the ambiguity of play(fulness) can help 
ďƵŝůĚƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞŝŶĂŶƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶǁŽƌůĚďǇďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƵƉŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ambiguity-tolerance; when 
                                                          
11 See 6.4.1 W6.5.  Further research is necessary to see if longer lasting change occurs from more engagement 
with the performances. 
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coupled with the heightened experience of participatory performance, which each strand 
provides in different ways, this lends the process an energy and effectivity that is particular 
to arts practice (Reason, 2017b: 47). 
 
8.4.2: Both PaR and Practice-Based-Research 
 
As I explained in 1.2.2, my research methodology, which I characterise as both PaR 
and practice-based-research, proposes a dynamic conception of, and approach to, research 
involving arts practice, in which cross-pollination between each aspect creates an indivisible 
whole with expanded epistemic reach.  The both/and approach emerged from the 
investigative space created by my focus on play(fulness), which is abstract and relational yet 
real, and thus resonates with ĂƚĞƐŽŶŝĂŶ “ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P 457 W458) and affordances 
(Chemero, 2003: 186).  Studying the inconcrete through concrete, practical means began to 
draw theory from the practice, as my strands revealed themselves as Batesonian 
ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŝǀĞ “ ?ŵŽĚĞůƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉƌĂĐ ŝĐĂůĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ 
then led to my ludic ecology framework outlined below.  Although these processes may 
have produced an example of practice research that is comprised of more theory, Žƌ “ŬŶŽǁ-
ƚŚĂƚ ? ?EĞůƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ƚŚĂŶŵŽƐƚ ?ŝŶ1.6.1 I argued that this is an example of the 
heterogeneity of practice research.  I also justified my approach by likening my practice to 
riding a bike and my conceptual argumentation to a technical, motivational, and 
philosophical understanding of bike riding; none of these are in conflict, I argue  W each can 
enhance the other. 
Furthermore, within this project, the various aspects of the research have driven 
development in each other.  For example, the theme of ludic ambiguity, which first emerged 
during early Perplexpeditions (practice-as), influenced the development of ludic pedagogy 
(practice-based), which influenced the developing practice.  This was an organic, nonlinear 
process that revealed itself in hindsight and therefore cannot be plotted with absolute 
certainty.  However, a key development was the unlocking of my felt-experience of 
Perplexpedition ďǇ&ƵĐŚƐ ?Ğ:ĂĞŐŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )enactive intersubjectivity, which revealed 
ludic-social interactions to intensify the decentring-of-self, and thus the ontological 
ambiguity, that can occur in various social encounters.  Another was my interview with 
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Andrea, in which she articulated that ambiguity had played a central role in my 
conservatoire training.  dŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁŽĐĐƵƌƌĞĚĚƵƌŝŶŐŵǇƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂů
context, making me realise, firstly, that I should offer a ludic pedagogy in critical response to 
the current system and, secondly, that ambiguity would be key to such a pedagogy. 
In 1.2.2, I pointed out that I did not formulate my both/and stance at the outset and 
conduct my research accordingly; the stance took shape as I sought to best understand the 
ways in which knowledge was being produced within the project.  Central to this was a 
growing awareness that the felt experience of the practice (the feeling of participating in 
complexity within Perplexpedition, for example) drove theoretical developments (such as 
my play[fulness] formulation) that exceed the usual scope of PaR by making potential 
contributions to fields beyond performance studies.  I also made clear in 1.2.2 that in no 
ǁĂǇĚŽĞƐƚŚŝƐ ‘ŐŽŝŶŐďĞǇŽŶĚ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞboth/and stance in general, imply the generation of 
more or better knowledge than that associated with other projects.  I offer the stance as a 
contribution to the field of, and to debates within, practice research because conceiving of 
my project as both/and has helped me to unpick the knowledge-producing processes within 
it; I hope that the stance may assist other researcher-practitioners who find their projects 
operating in a similar way.   
As I recognised in 1.6.1 ?ƚŚĞďĂůĂŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Ɛboth/and composition leans 
towards practice-based-ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶWĂƌƚ/ ?ŽǁŝŶŐƚŽŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ?Ɛ ? ? ?Ɛ ?ĂŶĚ ? ?ƐĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞ
engagement with the fields of play-studies, education, and philosophically inflected ecology.  
PaR is the more prominent in Part II, since this is where the know-how relating to the 
practical strands is primarily articulated (as know-what).  The simultaneity of both/and is 
embodied by threads such as the metaphor of the balancing act, which is intrinsic to 
both/and itself, and which runs throughout Chapters 5, 6, and 7.  For instance, over the 
course of Chapter 7, I explained how the balancing act helps elucidate matters such as 
ethics procedures in practice research, issues of PaR examination, and how these revealed 
and elucidated the critical theme of structure-process-tension.  The tension between 
structure and process also played a major role in Chapters 5 and 6, primarily in the form of 
information provision vs ambiguity/open-endedness (and therefore agency) within 
Perplexpedition and Wandercast.  Crucially, through these practical and theoretical 
interrelations, my project as a whole reveals and exemplifies the constant rebalancing and 
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negotiation demanded by ecological existence.  Therefore, there are productive, 
homological interrelationships between my both/and stance and the next contribution that I 
revisit: my conceptual framework. 
 
 8.4.3: Ludic Ecology 
 
dŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƚŽƉůĂǇƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?/ƚƐƵŶŝƋƵĞWĂZƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ
has produced developments in play-theory; namely, my play(fulness) formulation and 




My play(fulness) formulation advances play-theory12 by refining a distinction between play 
and playfulness.  Though stopping short of objectively defining play, the affect-neutral play-
concept proposed, which centres on subjunctivity (the layered bifurcation of subjunctive 
ĂŶĚŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞŵŽĚĞƐŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐǁŽƌůĚ-engagement), allows for objective definition while 
avoiding the problems that I identified with current theories.  These include denying that 
professional sport (and therefore probably also professional performance) is play and 
employing subjective criteria, such as enjoyment, in a supposedly objective definition.  I 
argue that my formulation better accounts for the likely role of play(fulness) in evolution, 
since the bifurcatory model of play can be posited in situations irrespective of whether they 
are enjoyable.  For example, bifurcation would provide the psychological distance necessary 
to recognise the indicative as indicative (but not the only possible future) and therefore 
enable an organism to intentionally modify its environment.  This supports arguments 
suggesting play to be the essential precursor to rational thought (e.g. Burghardt, 2010b: 17).   
Together with a positive-affect-rich Playfulness-concept, I argue that my formulation 
also better accounts for the complexity of human play(fulness), aiding the analysis of my 
practice.  In 5.3.4, for example, I noted that Freddie in Perplexpedition #3 simultaneously is a 
                                                          
12 I do not doubt that examples can be found for which my theory does not adequately account, yet I hope that 
my proposal might productively contribute to the progress of debate in play studies. 
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child and both is and is not an errant office worker.  Play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity facilitates 
this analysis, which theories ƚŚĂƚƉŽƐŝƚĂƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ ‘ƉůĂǇ-ǁŽƌůĚ ? ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ,ƵŝǌŝŶŐĂ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ
ĂŝůůŽŝƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŽŶŽƚ ?ƐǁŝƚŚůƵĚŝĐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇ ?>W )ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚĂďŽǀĞ ? the formulation of 
play(fulness) was also prompted by Perplexpedition.  As the above example demonstrates, 
where LP both incororpates and operates in parallel with existing pedagogies, it was the 
inability of existing theories of play to fully account for my analysis of early Perplexpedition 
iterations that prompted my formulation of play(fulness).  Subjunctivity also factors into 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŬŶŽǁ-how, as when Spinstallation perficipants were 
acclimatised to performative ludic-environmental interaction by interacting with their 
environment as their Totemic Figure, thereby simultaneously also interacting as themselves 
(7.5.1). 
I also characterised play(fulness) as an affective atmosphere (Anderson, 2009), a 
ŵŽǀĞǁŚŝĐŚƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚĂŶĚŚĞůƉĞĚĞůƵĐŝĚĂƚĞůƵĚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝƐŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ-
subjective dichotomy, which I consolidate in the following sub-sub-section.  Play(fulness)-as-
affective-atmosphere is evidenced across The Ludic Triangle.  The Family Vault 
(Perplexpedition  ? ? )ŝŵŵĞƌƐĞƐ&ƌĞĚĚŝĞ ?ƐƚǁŽƐŝďůŝŶŐƐŝŶŝƚƐůƵĚŝĐĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ
engaging them before they become directly involved (5.3.3).  My editing technique of 
highlighting key moments by slowing the footage captures the moment at which the 
atmosphere of The Legendary Trio (Perplexpedition #10) dramatically shifts when I ask who 
will perform their chosen Ludic Menu dish first (5.4.4.4).  Just as they can shift sharply, 
affective atmospheres do not have to be harmonious; the atmosphere produced by the 
interaction between some perficipants and my Wandercast Ep.3 perfilitation was one of 
near total disharmony, which led to an unfulfilling, un-Playful experience for these 
perficipants (6.4.1).  The uncomfortable atmosphere at a latter stage of S2 taught me a lot 
about how to appropriately negotiate the research ethics procedure in an institutional 
Spinstallation (7.4.2).  In S4, the perceived breakdown of the ludic atmosphere during the 
final Tasks reinforced the strictly indirect nature of Playfulness-facilitation (7.6.1).  The 
ƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ ?ƐůĂĐŬŽĨĐŽŶƚƌŽůǁĂƐƚŚĞŶĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚŝŶ^ ? ?ĂƐŝƚďĞĐĂŵĞĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚ ?
although the perfilitator can set the tone for the generation of atmosphere, the nature of 
the atmosphere generated is always a function of the whole system that performs all 
involved (7.7.2 ) ?dŚĞǁĂǇƚŚĂƚƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĨŝĞƐƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ
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negotiations required to operate within ecological systems, I argue, not only results in 
greater novelty (and therefore greater creative potential) than is produced by non-ludic 
systems, but also enables the apprehension of certain aspects of our ecological existence.  
These philosophical concerns have coalesced into my next epistemic contribution. 
 
8.4.3.2: Ludic-Ecological Philosophy 
 
This element of the framework emerged as the project evolved into one which investigates 
the structure and significance of performative ludic-environmental interactions as well as 
how to facilitate them.  The more I discovered about the nature of performative ludic-
environmental interactions, i.e. ludic-ecological performance, the more philosophically-
inflected the phenomena appeared; likewise, the more I viewed ludic-ecological 
performance philosophically, the more I discovered about its nature.  Ludic-ecological 
philosophy manifests here in a number of ways, pertaining both to certain reality-
constructing processes and to our place within that reality.  I developed this element of the 
framework primarily in Chapter 4, then described how its major constituents manifest in my 
practice during the Case Studies.  As the Case Studies have shown, although success has 
been limited within all strands at times, all have also successfully produced Playfulness at 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐĐůĂŝŵƐĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚŽƐĞƚŝŵĞƐǁŚĞŶ ‘ŝƚǁŽƌŬƐ ? ?ǇǁĂǇŽĨĐŽŶƐŽůŝĚĂƚŝŽŶ ?/
now render the four main aspects of my play(fulness)-as-philosophical-phenomenon 
argument into the following principles of Ludic-Ecological Philosophy. 
 
Primacy of Relations 
The first aspect of the argument adopts the Batesonian and Gibsonian stance, which (in 
BatesŽŶ ?ƐĐĂƐĞĂƚůĞĂƐƚ )ĨŽůůŽǁƐůĨƌĞĚEŽƌƚŚtŚŝƚĞŚĞĂĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĂƚƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐƚĂŬĞ
primacy over relata.  I argue that play(fulness) exemplifies, and thus affords apprehension 
ŽĨ ?ƚŚŝƐĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?dŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŵĂŶǇƉĂƌůůĞůƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽŐŽƐƚ ?Ɛstance and my 
own, his assertion that  “ƚŚĞƉůĂǇŝƐŝŶƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŶŽƚŝŶƵƐ ? ?2016: 95) is an important 
divergence.  My research indicates that play(fulness) is not in anything; it is inherently 
relational.  For example, I intended Wandercast Ep.3 to be Playful, yet some perficipants 
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found my perfilitation patronising; others, however, found it Playful.  The Playfulness is 
ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌŝŶŵǇƉĞƌĨŝůŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŶŽƌƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶƉĞƌƐĞ ?ŝƚŝƐƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
them.  One can be Playful, but this descrŝďĞƐŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ŶŽƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
is in oneself.  In Chapter 4, I described affordances also as relational, as dependent on 
Batesonian difference, and as intimately interconnected with context.  Following Bateson 
(2000) and Gibson (1986), I argued that these relational structures,13 not relata, are most 
fundamental in the play of reality, since relational structures are real and also take primacy 
in perception, revealing agent-relevant aspects of the Ding-an-sich.  Crucially, relational 
structures are those whose co-creation we partake in, which is not to slip into idealism 
(relata do not disappear in our absence), but to assert our active (cf. Noģ, 2004), 
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞƌŽůĞŝŶƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ ?  
Although relational structures are universal, I argue that the dynamic decentring and 
flexibility-of-negotiation involved in performances like Perplexpedition #314 reveal us as co-
constituted by our relations and exemplify the way in which we are always-already 
embedded in systems irreducible to their parts.  Furthermore, by creating ludic contexts, 
which foreground ludic affordances and throw habitual contexts into relief, my practice can 
reveal how we filter our perception of affordances.  The relationality inherent to and 
exemplified by ludic-ecological performance thus affords attuning to relational structures, 
thereby bringing us into closer contact with the world.   
 
Extra-Logical Existence  
dŚĞĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƐƉĞĐƚĞǆƉĂŶĚƐƵƉŽŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ?  ? ? )ƉůĂǇ theory, which positions 
play as an important and useful phenomenon for the recognition and exploration of the 
extra-logical nature of existence (at least for species which play).  I describe existence as 
extra-logical because, as I have argued, play(fulness) demonstrates that our being defies 
classical logic on both micro and macro levels.  In 4.5, I described subjective agency 
                                                          
13 ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŝƐŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƐŽŚĞŵŝŐŚƚƌĞŐĂƌĚ ‘ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ ?ĂƐ
tautological.  Also, he urges against using the term in plural (1987: 161), yet I do so here in order to keep in 
focus the various relational concepts I discussed in Chapter 4  W such as context, difference, affordance, etc.  W 
and not to conflate them. 
14 This is the second Perplexpedition of which I conduct a close-viewing during Chapter 5, when the family 
approach me of their own accord.  (See 5.3 W5.3.8.) 
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embedded within an ecological system as one of the ways that paradox enters ludic-
ecological philosophy, which constitutes a macro level; I consolidate this aspect more fully 
within the next philosophical principle.  Evidence of the extra-logical on the micro level, as I 
argued in 4.2.2, is manifested in play(fuůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƵƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŽĨ
other species which play) to utilise paradoxes of abstraction, since play(ful) 
ŵĞƚĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶǀŝŽůĂƚĞƐƚŚĞƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞŽĨůŽŐŝĐĂůƚǇƉĞƐ ?&ŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?:ŝŵďŽŽƚ ?ƐŵŽĐŬ-
Vulcan-nerve-pinch on Percival Camembert in S5 denotes a Vulcan-nerve-pinch, but it does 
not denote what a Vulcan-nerve-pinch would denote (i.e. intention to render unconscious).  
 
Play(fulness) thus generates afresh the paradoxes of abstraction that were likely essential in 
the evolution of cognition and communication, as without them neither cognition nor 
communication could develop beyond formal rigidity.15  In so doing, play(fulness) also 
refutes anthropocentrism by asserting our cognitive commonality with all those species that 
play, from wasps to octopuses (Graham & Burghardt, 2010: 394 W400).  All play(fulness) 
exemplifies this important evolutionary milestone.  However, the overtly ludicrous nature of 
this project and its practice, I argue, intensifies this exemplification by revelling in, and thus 
heightening, the inherent extra-logical aspect of our communicational existence 
                                                          





represented by paradoxes of logical typing.  Crucially, the humour-component of Playfulness 
can help us to laugh at the inherent ludicrousness of our existence without demeaning it; 
this is irreverent reverence.   
 
Always-Contingent Agency (Strictly Holistic Ecologies) 
The third aspect of the argument relates to the ability of play(fulness) to perform a kind of 
 ‘ƌĞĂůŝƚǇĐŚĞĐŬ ?ďǇƌĞĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ nature of the ecologies of which we are part 
and therefore the issues associated with considering ourselves as somehow apart from 
those ecologies.  I have chosen to characterise this philosophical principle in terms of 
agency because human agency is of crucial eco-philosophical concern, pertaining as it does 
directly to our detrimental impact on the planetary ecology.  I mentioned our 
embeddedness in ecologies above in relation to paradoxes; the paradox here resides in 
being able to exercise agency whilst ďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?ƐĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚŝŶ
1.4.2, 5.3.1 & 7.7 ?<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨďĞŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƌƵĐƚures 
parallels the decentring-of-self (Reason, 2017b) mentioned above regarding Primacy of 
Relations.  Decentring-of-self and awareness-of-self-within-process are interacting and 
interrelated concepts that describe the lived experience of inchoate, contingent agency and 
multifaceted subjectivity, as I set out in 2.4; my concept of awareness-of-self-within-process 
in particular evokes the experience of being performed by an ecological system.  Both 
concepts have been evidenced in every strand, whether characterised as mutual 
incorporation (Perplexpedition ) ?ďĞŝŶŐ “ŽŶĞǁŝƚŚ ?ƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?Wandercast), or 
 “ ?ŵŝŐƌĂƚŝŶŐ ? ?ŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐƚŽƚĞŵŝĐĨŝŐƵƌĞ ?Spinstallation).  Reason argues that 
decentring is a fundamental aspect of arts-participation (2017b: 45 W47).  I do not disagree, 
but I argue that the unpredictability of play(fulness) manifests this in particularly dynamic 
ĨĂƐŚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇŚĞŝŐŚƚĞŶŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞĞǀĞƌ-present negotiations and 
rebalancings that ecological existence demands.  In ludic-participatory performance, not 
only is the outcome unknown but all involved must consistently exhibit considerable 
flexibility to maintain the ludic context.  By rooting these experiences in quotidian 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŵǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂĨĨŽƌĚƐĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨŽƵƌĂŐĞŶĐǇ ?Ɛ
contingency; never unilateral, but always in negotiation with the ecological systems of 
which we are part. 
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Exemplification of Reality-Construction 
The argumenƚ ?ƐĨŽƵƌƚŚĂŶĚĨŝŶĂůĂƐƉĞĐƚĐĞŶƚƌĞƐŽŶƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ?tŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬŽĨƚŚŝƐ
project, perception participates in the co-construction of reality that arises from the 
interaction of agent and world (cf. Merleau-Ponty, [1945] 2012).  Owing to the fact that this 
project subscribes to the ultimate relationality of reality, the perception that is of most 
consequence here is perception of affordances, which, I maintain, are themselves relational 
entities (Chemero, 2003).  My practice engages perficipants in performance structures that 
foreground the ludic potential of quotidian situations, thereby encouraging perficipants to 
focus on ludic affordances.  Since ludic affordances are extrinsically afunctional, I argue that 
they are less likely to be integrated into habitual patterns of action given our conditioning to 
maximise our productivity.  Therefore, the  “ũƵƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ? ?Suits, 1978: 41) of play(fulness) 
ĞǆĞŵƉůŝĨŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƌĞǀĞĂůƐ ?ƚŚĞǁĂǇŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ “ƉƵůů QŽƵƚ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?1979: 
97) from the multitude those affordances that we perceive; in other words, play(fulness), as 
manifested in my practice, exemplifies the economy of affordance perception (Gibson, 
1986: 135).   
dŚŝƐ ‘ƉƵůůŝŶŐŽƵƚ ?ŽĨĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŵƵůƚŝƚƵĚĞĂůƐŽƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐƚŚĞ
phenomenological thesis that sensory perception operates according to beckonings and 
invitations between subject and world (Cazeaux, 2005).  Feedback on Wandercast Eps 1&2 
(released close together) indicated that the work impacted on these invitational perceptual 
processes, which may be related to Wandercast ?Ɛ ‘ǌŽŶŝŶŐŝŶ ?ŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŵŽĚĂůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨůƵĚŝĐ
affordance (e.g. physical, imaginative, etc.).  This feedback from Eps 1&2 then influenced my 
decision to foreground perception in Ep.3 and to include a question pertaining specifically to 
 ?ƐĞŶƐŽƌǇ )ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƉ ? ? ?ƐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ ?dŚĞŶ ?ǁŚĞŶƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶŐĨŽƌWandercast ?Ɛ
case study, I found that both performance and play(fulness) are associated with perceptual 
exemplification, which suggests that ludic-ecological performance can compound these 
effects.  By exemplifying perceptual processes, Wandercast in particular reveals some of the 
ways in which we construct our reality.  In addition, as the above sub-sub-section indicates 
(8.4.3.1), play(fulness)-as-subjunctivity exemplifies the way in which we use psychological 
distancing in our construction of reality.16  I argue, therefore, that my practice manifests 
                                                          
16 For further discussion of psychological distancing, see 3.6.4. 
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ludic-ecological philosophy in action, allowing one to be inside and live the experience of the 




My approach to documentation advances PaR methods by integrating archivability into 
multiple strands from the outset, whilst maintaining the integrity of the practice.  These 
methods variously: articulate gesturally the affective experience of the work 
(Perplexpedition), make the work itself archivable (Wandercast), and achieve significant 
comprehensiveness through collaborative approaches (Spinstallation).  I detailed my 
documentation techniques in 1.2.4 as well as within Chapters 5 W7, so have only briefly 
recounted them here.  This contribution, however, is no less important than the others.   
 




As articulated (as know-what) within the Case Studies, and summarised in 1.6.1, each strand 
has both drawn on and caused me to develop my know-how as a practitioner.  In 
Perplexpedition (Chapter 5 ) ?/ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚƚŚĞ ‘ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂƐŝĨǁĞŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŵĞƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐŝǀĞ
ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨĂŶĞǁŶĂŵĞ ?ƚĂĐƚŝĐƐĨŽƌĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐĂƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĨƌĂŵĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞďǇƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ
participants into performers.  I also worked out how to use video editing to both engage in 
organic analysis of the performance and disseminate the work, whilst remaining true to the 
aesthetic of the live performance and gesturally articulating its affective atmospheres.  
Wandercast (Chapter 6) involved the employment and development of techniques to 
engender a sense of co-presence between myself and perficipants despite our temporal and 
spatial remoteness.  These included: direct address, working out what I was doing as I went 
along (i.e. improvising and thereby learning alongside perficipants), and performing the 
same action in the moment of recording as that which I ask perficipants to perform.  In 




self-consciousness and ease them into play(fulness).  One method I devised in pursuit of the 
latter two goals was for perficipants to create a Totemic Figure and to initially use this as a 
 ‘ůƵĚŝĐĐƌƵƚĐŚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞůƵĚŝĐ-environmental interactions. 
 I explained in WĂƌƚ// ?Ɛ/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ that the Triangle as a whole is also united by the 
fact that each strand involved the negotiation of balancing acts that take different forms 
across the three.  In 5.4.4.1, I explained how the intrasubjectivity involved in editing the 
footage of Perplexpedition #10: The Legendary Trio revealed how I embodied the balancing 
ĂĐƚŽĨŐŝǀŝŶŐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǀƐƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐĂŐĞŶĐǇ ?/ĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ?ƐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŚĂůĨ
a sentence, a head-shake, and a thumbs-up.  Intrasubjectivity describes the interplay 
between my affective engagement in the moment of performance and my later 
engagement with the raw footage, which, in the case of #10, resulted in a double-take that I 
replicated by repeating that particular section of the footage.  Then, in 5.4.6.1, I tease from 
#10 another ubiquitous balancing act: how to keep the forward momentum of the 
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇŚŝŐŚǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŝŶŚŝďŝƚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂŐĞŶĐǇ ?/Ŷ
Wandercast, the information-agency balance is evidenced, for example, by the way in which 
I describe elements of Ep.2: Headphone Adventure Playground in ambiguous terms so as to 
ĞŶĂďůĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƚŽƉƵƚƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶƐƉŝŶŽŶƚŚĞŵ ?dĂŬĞƚŚĞhŶƐƚƵŶƚTM, for instance, which 
ƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ “ĂƐƵŶŝŵƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞĂƐŝŵĂŐŝŶĂďůĞďƵƚĐŽŶĚƵĐted with the utmost seriousness and 
ĐŽŶǀŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?/ŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚĞƚŚĞŵŽŵĞŶƚƵŵ-agency balance in Wandercast by weighing 
instructional sections against periods for perficipants to explore and put into practice their 
interpretation of my instructions.  As I explained throughout Chapter 7, Spinstallation saw a 
diversification of the balancing act in terms of the level at which it operates.  As well as the 
information-agency balance evidencing itself through my ongoing reworking of 
Spinstallation ?ƐLudic Tasks, balancing acts also emerged on the level of practice research 
processes, elucidating common issues such as ethics and examination procedures.   
Consolidation obtains, as I explained in relation to my both/and stance in 8.4.2 
above, in the way that the know-how associated with these balancing acts, together with 
their articulation through this writing, forms a pattern-which-connects all elements of this 
project.  The structural homology of the balancing act connects each of the three strands 
together, connects these to my conceptual framework through the structure-process-
 281 
 
tension, and connects all of this to my both/and ƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ƐŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚ
balancing and to the practice research methodology in general by elucidating my 
negotiation of common issues. 
 
8.5.2: Ludic Ambiguity 
 
The most important insider insight into face-to-face perfilitation, emerging from my practice 
and clarified through reading and writing, has been that a perfilitator must not only 
recognise that they are not in control, but embrace that fact.  Only by putting oneself in a 
state of ambiguity can one reliably create the same for perficipants, engendering a Freirean 
mutuality.  This ambiguity is more acute than that usually found within popular 
performance.  Although a comedian must respond ƚŽĂŶĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďůĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚŵĂǇĞǀĞŶĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽƵƌƚĂƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ “ŐŽŝŶŐŽƵƚŽĨĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?, stand-up relies 
ƵƉŽŶƚŚĞĐŽŵĞĚŝĂŶ “ ?ĐŽŶƚƌŽůůŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞĞǆĐŚĂŶŐĞŽĨ energy by managing and manipulating 
ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ? ?ŽƵďůĞ ? ? ? ? ? P 361, 198).  By contrast, I have found my role ideally to 
involve a relinquishing of control in order to perpetuate the ludic-ambiguous state.  
Dynamic walkabout performance, such as Bim DĂƐŽŶ ?ƐŝŐŚĞĂĚƐ ?ĂůƐŽďĞĂƌƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚǇƚŽŵǇ
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŝŶƚŚĂƚŝƚƐĞĞŬƐƵŶƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĂǀŽŝĚ “closing down the scope of the playing ? 
(2017: 210) and also values interactivity and risk.  However, the clear distinction between 
performer and audience common to most popular performance precludes mutuality in the 
sense used here.17  My practice, which all-but-erases the performer/audience distinction, 
aims for all to participate in the same ludic-ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ “ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?
2009: 77). 
However, as with both stand-up and walkabout, this is a risky business; if one floats 
ƚŽŽĨƌĞĞĨƌŽŵŽŶĞ ?ƐŵŽŽƌŝŶŐƐŽŶĞƌŝƐŬƐĐĂƚĐŚŝŶŐĂŐƵƐƚůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚǁŚŝĐŚďůĞǁĂǁĂǇ:ŝŵďŽ
Žƚ ?ƐŝŶƐŝĚĞƐ ?18 i.e. one might get cut adrift and the process might falter or fail.  This is 
                                                          
17 Despite the central role that ambiguity plays in clowning ?ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇǁŝƚŚŝŶ'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?Ɛ “WĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŽĨ
SpĞĐƚĂƚŽƌƐŚŝƉ ? ?ŵƐĚĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ĐůŽǁŶŝƐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌpractice which is differentiated from mine by a clear 
performer/audience distinction.  My practice, by contrast, could be termed a (ludic)  ‘ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŽĨ
participation ?. 
18 To hear this cautionary tale, see https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rde4ejguEtY (PML\Spinstallation 
Video\S5 Creativity & Imagination\C Unit\Calamitous Life Support). 
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almost what happened in S5, yet I had perfilitated the formation of sufficiently strong ludic 
bonds that perficipants were able to withstand, and arguably flourish within, the vortex of 
ambiguity.  In this way, perficipants underwent an experience which Barnett argues will help 
them thrive in a supercomplex world (2012: 68) and which Stein argues will benefit their 
creativity (1953: 312).  These bonds were largely forged, I argue, through my employment of 
a popular-performance-esque jokey perfilitation-style, improvisation techniques, and 
establishment of an equitable relationship between all perficipants and between them and 
me.  /ŶĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŶŐƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŵŽĚĞs of being, I contend, ludic ambiguity also pertains to the 
practice ?Ɛphilosophical implications.   
 
8.6: Applications/Further Research 
 
Ludic Pedagogy (LP) is an application waiting to happen; further to being integrated into 
mainstream education, LP would be of benefit in a teacher-training context, if the overall 
system became one which allowed ĨŽƌƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?dƌĂŝŶŝŶŐŝŶ>WǁŽƵůĚĂƐƐŝƐƚƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ ?
creation of social, supportive, ontologically-oriented learning conditions which encourage 
humour.  I have demonstrated the association of these principles with the development of 
resilience, flexibility, and authenticity, all of which are qualities that facilitate flourishing in a 
supercomplex world.  Critically, the development of creative potential and intrinsic 
motivation for lifelong learning afforded by LP could prove decisive as job-automation 
increases.   
 4P is also readily applicable in the contexts of socially-enagaged arts practice and 
creative playwork.  Any practitioner with a sense of humour and participatory performance 
experience can adapt my 4P models by: creating new Perplexpedition menus; devising their 
own physical, conceptual, and social Wandercasts; and producing original Spinstallation 
exercises.  Any budding pilgrims of the ludicrous would do well to heed my insider insights: 
ĚŽŶ ?ƚƵƐĞƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ƵŶůĞƐƐǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽ; in Perplexpedition, only approach 
perficipant pairs or groups,19 and devise covert means of introducing a performance frame; 
                                                          




in Wandercast, use aural-environmental overlay, practice what you preach, (maybe) curb 
your enthusiasm, and employ a variety of structural styles;20 in Spinstallation, ĚŽŶ ?ƚĨƌĂŵĞŝƚ
as a playfulness workshop, and tailor the activities, tasks, and perfilitation-style to the 
particular setting whilst keeping everything as open-ended as possible.  In terms of broader 
applicability, 4P could be employed for ends other than the facilitation of ludic interactions: 
bringing Shakespeare to new audiences; highlighting environmental issues; or facilitating 
interactions which relate to the associative richness of particular places, drawing on 4P ?Ɛ
ƌŽŽƚƐŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚŝŶ ? ? ?ĂďŽǀĞ ? ?W ?ƐƵƐĞŽĨŚƵŵŽƵƌǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĂďƌŽĂĚƌĂŶŐĞŽĨ
perficipants across these, and other, contexts.   
My current plan is to employ my methodology somewhere within the sectors of arts, 
heritage, and alternative education, or perhaps in various contexts across these sectors.  In 
the case of alternative education, this would clearly provide an opportunity to develop the 
pedagogical aspects of the existing strands and to develop new 4P strands with an emphasis 
on LP.  In respect of arts and heritage, the ability for my practice to facilitate discovery of 
novelty in the familiar makes it well-placed to assist organisations in finding ways for the 
ƉƵďůŝĐƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞůǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞaffect of 
Playfulness and pedagogical aspects of the project make it also directly applicable to arts 
ĂŶĚŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƉƵďůŝĐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?
furthermore, the popular pillar of 4P applies directly to the broadening ŽĨŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?
audiences.  All of these applications address areas that arts and heritage organisations must 
demonstrate progress in if they are to maintain or attract funding, which positions my 
project, and the knowledge I have developed, as of significant value in these sectors. 
A fruitful avenue of future research would be longitudinal 4P with the same 
perficipants, which would enable the perfilitator to gauge when structures could be 
minimised, thus exploring possibilities for perficipants to create their own.  After a 
                                                          
20 Ep.1 is largely improvised, featuring a main, field-recorded monologue and often self-deprecating, studio-
recorded interjections over pre-recorded soundscapes (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/welcome-to-the-world-
of-wandercast/); Ep.2 is also largely improvised in the field, with non-soundscaped studio interjections that 
help explain practically how to perform the ludic tactics and sections of field recording with no monologue to 
give perficipants time to try them out (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/headphone-adventure-playground/); Ep.3 
is more scripted and recorded entirely in the studio, using pre-recorded soundscapes and sound-effects to 




Spinstallation-style training, perficipants could become perfilitators: collaborating to 
produce Wandercasts, perhaps uncovering the ludic affordances of a particular shared 
space; devising their own Perplexpedition tactics to test on the public; or even generating 
altogether new modes of 4P.  The next logical step would be for this generation of 
perfilitators to become perfilitator-trainers, with the possibility that ludic pedagogy could 
perpetuate itself, ludic ecology, and 4P; each generation thereby offering increased research 
opportunities.  Another interesting avenue would be collaborating with psychologists, or 
ŽƚŚĞƌƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ?ǁŚŽĐŽƵůĚŐĂƚŚĞƌĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůĚĂƚĂƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
benefits.  There is also the possibility of applying Wandercast to the study of aphantasia.21 
 
We may never know definitively what play(fulness) is, but I hope that by manifesting it 
through performance I have shed some light on what play(fulness) does and how it can 
benefit fraught persoŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?/ĂůƐŽŚŽƉĞƚŽŚĂǀĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚWĂZ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŶĞƐƐ
and effectiveness here, warranting its further development as a methodology in 
play(fulness)-studies. 
 
8.7: Play to Win 
 
/ĐůŽƐĞƚŚŝƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐďǇƌĞǀŝƐŝƚŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐŽƌŝŐŝŶƐĂŶĚŵŽƚivations and by consolidating 
ŚŽǁƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĂĐƌĞĚƵŶŝƚǇ ?My impulse to research began 
with hunches regarding the potential of Playfulness, harnessed through walking art, to 
positively recalibrate personal ecologies.  As I expressed at the outset, in 1.1, my usage of 
 ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐ ?adopts a personal, affective, aesthetic perspective from which to 
consider and conceive of the patterns and ever-shifting systems of environmental relations 
in which a person is implicated.  By combining the subjectivity of the personal with the 
objectivity of ecologies, I intend to evoke, and to invite people to consider, the troubling of 
the objective-subjective dichotomy that ecological thinking requires.  An individual 
perspective from within ecologies does not imply anthropocentric ownership of those 
                                                          
21 I discuss this potential application in 6.4.3. 
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ecologies, but foregrounds the ambiguity and paradoxicality of personal agency that is 
always-already embedded within, and contingent upon, the systems of which one is part.  I 
argue that my practice can effect subtle yet significant changes to personal ecologies and 
therefore necessarily also to the people who are co-constituted by those ecologies.  I call 
this ontological change the recalibration of personal ecologies since I claim a modest change 
that stops short of wholesale reconfiguration but that nevertheless produces significant 
effects and affects. 
It transpired that the nexus of performance, play(fulness), and ecology is a vital area, 
bearing the poteŶƚŝĂůƚŽŚĞůƉŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ “ƌĞƚŚŝŶŬĂŶĚƌĞĨĞĞůŽƵƌŶĂƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĚĞƐƚŝŶǇ ?(White, 
1967: 1207) in the face of ecological crisis.  My project offers practical and theoretical 
contributions to this process, I argue.  I have not sought to scientifically demonstrate my 
ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ƐĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ; I hope I have successfully demonstrated the plausibility of its long-
term effectiveness and therefore its value both as arts practice and research.  I argue that 
the rooted placelessness afforded by my practical focus on form over content can facilitate 
increased presence by promoting novel ways of perceiving and being; irreverent reverence 
can enable one not only to reconcile oneself with an uncertain, ludicrous world, but also 
find humour in it. 
I do not mean the above heading to connote ruthlessness or even competition, but 
rather that in order to win, one must play.  I argue that if one cultivates a ludic-ecological 
ĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƵƐŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐŝŵƉĞƚƵƐĂŶĚŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǁŶWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ
and unearth the pleƚŚŽƌĂŽĨƉůĂǇŐƌŽƵŶĚƐŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐƐ ?ŽŶĞĐĂŶǁŝŶďŝŐ ?
Interrelated benefits include creative potential resulting from cognitive complexification and 
increased flexibility,22 resilience in a world of ever-increasing uncertainty, and positive 
recalibrĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞ-behavioural 
therapy.  One might thus ůĞĂƌŶƚŽůŝǀĞĂƐĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚŝŶ ?ŶŽƚƐĞƚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ?ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
environment.   
We can now appreciate the importance of recognising, understanding, and playing 
upon the tension between structure and freedom (i.e. process) that I mentioned in 1.3.2.  
dŚŝƐƌĞĐĂůŝďƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĞĞŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĐŽŶƐƚƌĂŝŶ Ɛ )ŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŶŽƚĂƐĂ
                                                          
22 /ŵĞĂŶƚŚŝƐŝŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ “ƵŶĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝƚǇĨŽƌĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?
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barrier to experiencing positive affect but as opportunities for its attainment, allows one 
paradoxically to effect positive-affect-homeostasis, or wellbeing, by interacting ludically (i.e. 
flexibly and spontaneously) within the structures of which one is part.23  This strongly 
resoŶĂƚĞƐǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĨŽƌ “ƐƚĂďŝůŝǌŝŶŐ QĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ Q ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ? QĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŝĚĞĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĚĞĞŵƐŝŵƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞĨŽƌ
ƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐŽƵƚŽĨ “ƚŚĞŐƌŽŽǀĞƐŽĨĨĂƚĂůĚĞƐƚŝŶǇŝŶǁŚŝĐŚŽƵƌĐŝǀŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŶŽǁĐĂƵŐŚƚ ?
(ibid: 504).  HŽŵĞŽƐƚĂƐŝƐŝƐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůŚŽŵŽůŽŐǇŽĨƚŚĞ
balancing act, since homeostasis refers to a dynamic state of equilibrium effected by the 
balancing of various variables (see also footnote 26, this page).  The fact that both White 
 ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐĂůůĨŽƌŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĂůƚĞƌŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
destiny (and therefore that of the planet) indicates the significance of apprehending, 
interrogating, and recalibrating the structure-process-tensions that constitute personal 
ecologies by playing with and upon these tensions. 
The interplay and tension between structure and process (i.e. freedom or flux) also 
ĨŽƌŵƐƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐĨŽƌĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶĂƚƵƌĂůŝƐĞĚŶŽƚŝŽŶ ĨƚŚĞƐĂĐƌĞĚ ?24  which I referred to 
in 1.4.1, returned to in 4.5, teased out from The Ludic Triangle across each of the Case 
Studies, and am now in a position to fully integrate.  Although Bateson did not explicate this 
sacred, as his daughter (and posthumous co-author) Mary Catherine notes (ibid: 145), it has 
to do with the pattern-which-connects all life via the rigour of logic and mathematics but 
also the malleability of aesthetics and metaphor.25  It could be described as boundlessly 
specific homology (cf. Kershaw, 2009b: 4; Bateson & Bateson, 1987: 152 W153).  To some, 
                                                          
23 I am not claiming that wellbeing always results from a single instance of my practice, but rather that 
practising ludic ecology (which I claim my practice has the capacity to foster) will assist in wellbeing-
ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ ?,ĞƌĞ ?/ĂŵĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨŚ ŵĞŽƐƚĂƐŝƐ ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐŚďǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŶŽƚĞƐ
ƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚŽƐĞĐŝƌĐƵŝƚƐĐŽŶƚƌŽůůŝŶŐƚŚĞŵŽƌĞƌĂƉŝĚůǇĨůƵctuating variables act as balancing mechanisms to protect 
ƚŚĞŽŶŐŽŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƚĂŶĐǇŽĨƚŚŽƐĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĐŚĂŶŐĞŝƐŶŽƌŵĂůůǇƐůŽǁĂŶĚŽĨƐŵĂůůĂŵƉůŝƚƵĚĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
352).  In making this comparison, it is important to differentiate between momentary positive feelings and 
ǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞůĂƚƚĞƌŽĨǁŚŝĐŚŽĚŐĞĞƚĂů ?ĚĞĨŝŶĞĂƐ “the balance point ďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƉŽŽů
and the challenges faced ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?^ǇŶƚŚĞƐŝƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞǀŝĞǁƐ ?ǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐĐĂŶ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚĂƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ-
affect-homeostasis achŝĞǀĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĨůĞǆŝďůĞĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?ƚŚĞƐůŽǁ-to-change variables) in 
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĂƉŝĚůǇĨůƵĐƚƵĂƚŝŶŐǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ) ?ZĂƉŝĚĐŚĂŶŐĞƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐĐŽƵůĚůĞĂĚƚŽ
developments that render one somewhat desynchronised within one ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĞĐŽůŽŐŝĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞŵĂŬĞ
ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐŵŽƌĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ďǇĞŵƉůŽǇŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐƐůŽǁůǇĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐĚǇŶĂŵŝĐĂůůǇ
ĂŶĚĨůĞǆŝďůǇ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ďǇĨŝŶĚŝŶŐŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞǁĂǇƐƚŽĞŵƉůŽǇƚŚĞŵ ?ŽŶĞŵŝŐŚƚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇŵĞĞƚŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐǁhilst 
ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚĂůƵĚŝĐĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĐĂŶďĞŬĞǇƚŽƚŚŝƐ ? 
24 As opposed to supernatural or transcendental notions of the sacred (Bateson & Bateson, 1987: 50 W64). 




this paragraph (and, indeed, the majority of this document) may read as ludicrous, but this 
is my point.  It is ludicrous, but also distinctly serious, just like play(fulness) itself.   
The effectivities of ludic-ecological philosophy outlined in 8.4.3.2 all pertain to 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƐĂĐƌĞĚ “communicational regularities ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ), in that they address invariants 
in our worldly relations, chief among which  W for Bateson  W is the tension between structure 
and process.  Considering the emergence of interplay between performance structure and 
play(ful) process as a key theme in this project,26 one could (playfully) contend that ludic-
ecological performance is the sacred exemplar par excellence, a point not lost on Huizinga, 
who recognised the sanctity of play(fulness) (1970: 38).  It is no coincidence that 
performance, play(fulness), and ritual share so many characteristics.27  When, in 4.5, I 
ƉůĂǇĨƵůůǇĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽũĞĐƚĂƐƚŚĞŚƵƌĐŚŽĨƚŚĞ>ƵĚŝĐ ?/ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚũŽŬŝŶŐ ? 
 
This church has no god and no prophets, only pilgrims; its sacred playgrounds are 
everywhere, and it has only one mantra: go forth and play. 
 
My essential argument here, as demonstrated by my practice and articulated in this writing, 
ŝƐƚŚĂƚ ?ũƵƐƚĂƐ “ ?> ?ŽǀĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞůŽǀĞƌ ? (Berardi, 2014: 18), play(fulness) changes the 
player  W I argue that play(fulness) does so in ways that are positive, beneficial, and both 
philosophically and ecologically significant.  I further argue that performance can heighten 
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐĞĨĨĞĐƚƐĂŶĚĂĨĨĞĐƚƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞŶĚĞƌƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂtive methodologies appropriate 
and effective for studying play(fulness)  W since performance makes play(ful) process more 
observable  W and also ŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŚĂƐƚŚĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽŝŶƚĞŶƐŝĨǇƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?Ɛ
potential benefits. 
 
                                                          
26 This came to the fore during my consideration of Spinstallation (see 7.5.1, 7.6.1 & 7.7.2), which revealed the 
presence of this interplay as greatly significant throughout the project, as expressed in 8.3 above. 
27 For more on the relations and similarities between performance, play(fulness), and ritual, see Schechner 





A1.1: Rooted Placelessness 
 
This concept has certain resonance witŚtƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?^ŝƚĞƐ ?ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ “ ‘ĂŶǇǁŚĞƌĞƐ ? PĂŶ
impetus towards places of interconnectivity and diversity, irony and bricolage rather than 
conformitǇƚŽƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ? ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? P104).  However, as realised through 4P, a ludic 
ecology is more abstraĐƚ ?ƐŝŶĐĞtƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?^ŝƚĞƐ ?ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂŶĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐůĂƚĞƌ
 “ŵǇƚŚŽŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ?a ) ƚŚŽƵŐŚŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĐŝƚŽƵƐ ?ŶŽŶĞƚŚĞůĞƐƐĚƌĂǁŽŶĂƉůĂĐĞ ?ƐŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐ
(see Smith, 2011; Persighetti, 2000).  This project has no desire to represent narratives or 
structure meaning, though it does not expressly avoid doing so, instead presenting 
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚŽŶĂůĞǀĞůĂŶƚĞƌŝŽƌƚŽŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐ ?/ƚŽŽŬĞĂƌůǇŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵZŽďĞƌƚtŝůƐŽŶ ?ƐWalking (2012), an abstract 
sculpture walk through the Norfolk dunes.  (Walking also informed my initial idea for 
Spinstallation [see 7.1] ĂŶĚƉĂƌƚůǇŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ ?W ?ƐƉĞƌŝƉĂƚĞƚŝĐƉŝůůĂƌ ? )ĂƌŬŚĂŵŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ
Wilson prioritises the lived experience over the transmission of any meaning in his work, 
especially in the case of Walking ?ƐtŝůƐŽŶƐĂǇƐ P “ ?/ )Ĩ/ƐĞĞĂƐƵŶƐĞƚ ?ŝƚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽƚĞůů
ŵĞĂƐƚŽƌǇ ? ?ŝŶĂƌŬŚĂŵ ? ? ? ? ? P [online]); a perspective which this project applies to the 
perception and enaction of ludic affordances in the environment.   
 
[Back to 1.3.1 footnote 18] 
[Back to A4.1 footnote 7] 
 
A1.2: Irreverent Reverence 
 
I am an avowed atheist, but have always been awestruck by the sheer magnificence of our 
global ecosystem and wider Universe.  At the same time, however, the inalienable 
ludicrousness of life has never been far from my mind; be it the preposterous improbability 
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of our existing at all, or the irrepressible hilarity of someone falling over.1  Indeed, my first 
ŵĂƐƚĞƌ ?ƐĚŝƐƐĞƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĂƌŐƵĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶĐŽŶŐƌƵŝƚǇƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨŚƵŵŽƵƌŝƐŵŝƌƌŽƌĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
incongruity between sensory perception and objective reality; that is to say, reality has the 
structure of a joke (WilsŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐŶŽƚĚŝƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚĞƐŝƐŽĨĂ “ĚŝĨĨerence 
which makes a difference ?, ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŚŽǁŚĞĚĞĨŝŶĞƐĂƵŶŝƚŽƌ “ďŝƚ ?ŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
2000: 272), deeming this the fundamental driver of change in the universe (Cashman, 2008: 
50), without which neither our existence, nor our awareness of that existence, would be 
possible (Bateson, 2000: 315).  One could characterise the Big Bang as the ultimate 
difference that made a difference; the difference which begot all others.  Bateson (2000, 
1991, 1987, 1979) saw in the idea of difference, pattern, and ecology a way to reconcile 
science with the Sacred, which I align with my notion of Universal magnificence.  Here, I 
follow his general approach, but invoke Playfulness as a means of reconciling the 
magnificent and the ludicrous, which I take to be the mutually omnipresent, intertwined, 
twin polarities of life as experienced by humanity; a contemporary Yin and Yang, if you will.  
I describe my approach as irreverent reverence.2 
 
[Back to 1.3.1.1 footnote 22] 
[Back to A4.1 footnote 7] 
                                                          
1 E.g. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IsdcGJJ3zhE  
2 Stick that in your postmodern pipe and smoke it.  ThĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĂƚĂƚĞƐŽŶǁŽƵůĚĚŽ ?DĂǇďĞ ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ/ĐĂŶĨŝŶĚ
no mention of it in his work, I doubt that Bateson approved of postmodernism, in spite of the importance he 
ascribed to contingency, since he believed ultimately in the principles of science, just not always in its 
approach and practices.  These, he argued, are based on obsolete presuppositions, chief among which are 
Cartesian dualism and the universal applicability of quantitative methods (1979: 217).  Which gives me an idea: 
I should have some rubber wristbands made that say WWBD (i.e. What Would Bateson Do) on them and some 
others that say WWLPD (What Would LudicrousPilgrim Do).  I also happen to know that Bateson smoked a 





A2.1: Playfulness & Humour 
 
To illustrate the relational and subjective nature of Playfulness, inseparable from its 
association with humour, I draw on a discussion between myself an acquaintance.  What 
ĨŽůůŽǁƐĂƌĞƚǁŽĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƉƌŝů&ŽŽů ?Ɛay pranks that my acquaintance 
conducted: 
  
Enlisted the help of a lawyer friend to send letters to neighbours telling them that 
their houses were up for compulsory purchase in order to make way for a new 
bypass. 
  
Took photographs of friends' and family's car number-plates, then sent letters to 
said friends and family informing them that they had been caught speeding and 
were going to be prosecuted. 
  
ŽŵƉĂƌĞƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞǁŝƚŚĂŶĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨŽŶĞŽĨŵǇƉƌŝů&ŽŽů ?s Day pranks: 
  
^ŵĞĂƌĞĚƉĞĂŶƵƚďƵƚƚĞƌŽŶƚŽĂĨĂŵŝůǇŵĞŵďĞƌ ?ƐƐŚŽĞ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚŝƚůŽŽŬĞĚĂƐŝĨƚŚĞǇŚĂĚ
trodden in dog excrement quite fulsomely. 
  
I argue that it is not possible to objectively adjudicate on the presence or absence of 
Playfulness.  I would not characterise ŵǇĂĐƋƵĂŝŶƚĂŶĐĞ ?Ɛ pranks as Playful, whereas mine, 
naturally, I would.  Unsurprisingly, my acquaintance finds their pranks Playful.  The main 
influence in my judgement is my sense of humour, which is another inherently subjective 
notion: nothing is objectively, i.e. universally, funny.  Similarly, nothing is objectively Playful.  
This is an inherent limitation to my project, since it entails that some individuals will not find 
my practice Playful.  However, if playfulness is intimately bound up with humour 
(Lieberman, 1965: 219; Barnett, 2007: 950), as I am suggesting, then I cannot do otherwise 
than build my practice upon the ground of my sense of humour.  To attempt to develop a 
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practice that is objectively playful would be implicitly to develop a practice that could not be 
playful in any meaningful sense. 
 
As I explained in the Introduction, this project ?s major concern is with Playfulness, rather 
than play in general.  Within my formulation, play is potentially amenable to objective 
determination.  For example, in sport there are standards of fair play which are more or less 
ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ǇĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ ?/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚ ‘ĨĂŝƌƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ? would be a fairly meaningless, and 
perhaps oxymoronic, concept. 
I also noted in the Introduction that there tends to be at least some overlap between 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞƐŽĨWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?KƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ?accepting my argument with regard to 
Playfulness and humour, this would be akin to saying that no two people could find the 
same thing funny, which would entail that comedy could not exist.  It is beyond the remit of 
this thesis to enter the debate on the nature of humour (see e.g. Woods, 2013; May, 2015), 
but sƵĨĨŝĐĞƚŽƐĂǇƚŚĂƚtŝƚƚŐĞŶƐƚĞŝŶ ?s notion of family resemblances is useful here, which 
ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽ “a complicated network of similarities overlapping and criss-crossing: sometimes 
overall similarities, sometimes similarities of detail ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ).  There are certain 
characteristics present in any one person ?s subjective notion of Playfulness which are likely 
to overlap with, or resemble, those of others ? Playfulnesses, so that contingent consensus 
can be reached.1  /ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĐŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇďĞĨŽƵŶĚǁŚŽĨŝŶĚŵǇĂĐƋƵĂŝŶƚĂŶĐĞ ?Ɛ
pranks Playful and my acquaintance and I could likely find some Playful common ground. 
 
[Back to 1.3.1.1 footnote 24] 
[Back to 2.4 footnote 45] 
[Back to 2.5.2 footnote 60] 
[Back to 7.6 footnote 39] 
 
                                                          
1 This notion of playfulness-oǀĞƌůĂƉŚĂƐŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ? ?ZƵŶĐŽ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?Žƌ




A2.2: Creativity as Heuristic and Subjective 
 
Importantly for this project, Amabile (1982, 1983) argues that judgements of creativity can 
only ever be subjective and contingent, since it cannot reasonably be expected that even 
subjective criteria could apply across cultural and temporal frames.  As I argue in 2.4 with 
regard to Playfulness, Amabile argues that no judgement of creativity can be entirely 
objective (1983: 359).  ZƵŶĐŽĂŐƌĞĞƐƚŚĂƚĂŶĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚƉƵƌĞůǇŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?“ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ?ĐĂŶnot ever directly adjudicate on creativity due to the unpredictability 
inherent in the originality component of creativity, as well as the implication of affect and 
intuition in the creative process (2008: 93).  He differs from Amabile (1982, 1983) in that he 
ĂƐƐĞƌƚƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞƐŚŽƵůĚŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞŽŶĞ ?ƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶĨŽƌƚŚŝƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ
may be that Amabile (1982, 1983) is primarily concerned with assessing creativity, yet Runco 
(2008) is criticising another study for claiming that their subjective approach has predictive 
powers.  I am neither trying to assess creativity, nor predict it, yet the recognition that 
objective approaches are inadequate, or even inappropriate, here lends further support to 
the validity of subjective approaches in this area, such as the one taken by this project.  Like 
creativity, Playfulness is not amenable to objective measurement and is thus ultimately 
unquantifiable. 
AŵĂďŝůĞĂůƐŽŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŵƵƐƚďĞ “ŚĞƵƌŝƐƚŝĐƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂůŐŽƌŝƚŚŵŝĐ ?ƚŽďĞ
creative, meaning that the process cannot be fully known in advance; there must be an 
element of discovery in the approach or even in the identification of the problem itself 
(1983: 360).  This appears to make the notion of creativity within this project problematic, 
as my practice could be construed as providing algorithms (i.e. instructions) for ludic 
interactions.  I have combated this by developing open-ended, indeterminate, and 
ambiguous instructions as far as possible, which remain open to interpretation.  This 
facilitates interactions by providing a loose structure, yet maintains the possibility for 
discovery.  Furthermore, the practice is explicitly framed as non-prescriptive; through 
engagement with the project, participants are encouraged to take on the perspective of a 
ludic ecology, but to develop their own notion of Playfulness and to find their own ways of 




[Back to 2.2.4 footnote 17] 





A3.1: Consumerism & Positivism 
 
Consumerism inhibits the ludic in a number of ways.  Firstly, consumerism privileges having 
over being (Fromm, [1976] 2013), whereas one can only be playful.  Secondly, although play-
forms can be co-opted for commercial gain, as I explore in the main text, I argue that the 
WůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ/ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇĂŝŵƚŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞŝƐƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶƚƚŽƐƵĐŚŝŵƉƵůƐĞƐĂŶĚŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?
prerogatives.  Thirdly, owing to the fundamentally subjective nature of the ludic, it would be 
a risky strategy to attempt its commodification, as there would be no way of ensuring or 
checking whether an individual had a Playful experience as a result.  This links into the 
ultimate incompatibility of play(fulness) with, and its consequential lack of value within, a 
positivist epistemic paradigm.  Although consumerism undoubtedly takes an interest in the 
qualitative, in order to perpetuate and maximise consumption, it is the quantitative that is 
always of fundamental importance (i.e. the bottom line), thus indicating the synergy 
between consumerism and positivism and the disconnect between both of these and 
play(fulness). 
I am not suggesting that play(fulness) cannot be investigated empirically; that would 
be empirically wrong (see, for example, Bateson & Nettle, 2014; Proyer, 2014, 2012, 2011; 
Proyer & Jehle, 2013; Proyer & Ruch, 2011; Maxwell, 2005; Lieberman, 1977).  However, the 
way in which these examples could be described as positivist, in the Vienna Circle sense, is 
by virtue of the limitations they place on their hypotheses and conclusions.  That is to say, 
ƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞĂƵƚŚŽƌƐůŝŵŝƚƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐƚŽŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐĞƐƵƐŝŶŐƉŚƌĂƐĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ƌŽďƵƐƚůǇ
ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ? ?WƌŽyer & Ruch, 2011: 1), since it is understood that no more than this can be 
demonstrated conclusively.  Even so, I find such studies problematic, since they often rely 
on descriptors with wide interpretations as their determinants of play(fulness), such as 
 “ĨƵŶ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?tŚŝůƐƚ/ĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚĂŬĞŶďǇŵĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ ?
this is problematic in terms of science because what is being measured is far from clear.  
Even though the above studies make use of descriptors, i.e. qualities, they nonetheless 
record and analyse their findings using statistical methods.  By subjecting play(fulness) to 
experimental conditions, such studies inevitably entail a degree of what Guba & Lincoln 
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ƚĞƌŵ “ ? )ŽŶƚĞǆƚƐƚƌŝƉƉŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ “ ? )ǆĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )
common to all quantitative approaches.  Though the above-mentioned studies have value, I 
argue that their shortcomings point to the impossibility of an objective definition of 
play(fulness)1 and, therefore, to its ultimate imperviousness to positivist inquiry.   
Given this situation, there is certainly room for alternative forms of research, which produce 
different types of knowledge.  In Chapter 2 ?/ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐĂƐĂŶ ‘Ăffective 
ĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ ? ?ŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?&ŽƌŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ? “ƚŽĂƚƚĞŶĚ  ĨĨ ĐƚŝǀĞĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞƐŝƐƚŽ
learn to be affected by the ambiguities of affect/emotion, by that which is determinate and 
ŝŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚĞ ?ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂŶĚĂďƐĞŶƚ ?ƐŝŶŐƵůĂƌĂŶĚǀĂŐƵĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ) ?The paradoxicality of this 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƵƐŝŶŐŶĚĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐƚĞƌŵƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ2 and 
also indicates how well-suited it is to an artistic, qualitative approach such as mine.  It also 
points to the power of ambiguity, which will play a major role in the current chapter. 
 
[Back to 3.1 footnote 6] 
 
A3.2: The Dark Play of Capitalism 
 
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽ&ƌŝĞĚŵĂŶ ? “ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŽŶĞĂŶĚŽŶůǇŽŶĞƐŽĐŝĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ W to use 
its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within 
the rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free competition, without 
ĚĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽƌĨƌĂƵĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?/ƚŝƐŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ&ƌŝĞĚŵĂŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐďƵƐŝŶĞss as 
a game and implies that it must be played to win; this chimes with prevailing, machismo-
inflected notion of free-ŵĂƌŬĞƚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐĂƐƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽ,ĞƌďĞƌƚ^ƉĞŶĐĞƌ ?Ɛ
ƉŚƌĂƐĞ “ ?^ )ƵƌǀŝǀĂůŽĨƚŚĞĨŝƚƚĞƐƚ ? ?dŚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?ƐKŵĂsta & Chappell 
ŽďƐĞƌǀĞ ? “ ?d )ŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚǁĞĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚǁŝƚŚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐŝŶǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĂƌĞ
ĚƌŝǀĞŶƚŽǁŝŶ QŵĂǇƉůĂǇĂŬĞǇƌŽůĞŝŶŚĞůƉŝŶŐŐĂŵĞ-makers transmit ideologies, socialize 
players, and create the seductive ludic structures that keep indivŝĚƵĂůƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ) ?
Crucially, there is an inherent tension here between the desire to increase profits and the 
                                                          
1 /ƵƐĞ ‘ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞ-cited studies do not employ my technical usage, so I cannot ascertain 
whether their conception accords with Playfulness. 
2 See Chapter 4 to see how paradox and play(fulness) are intertwined. 
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restrictions imposed by the rules, which will inevitably cause conflict between the two.  In 
the age of air-brushed advertising images, I also suspect that business and society might 
ƚĞŶĚƚŽǁĂƌĚƐĚŝĨĨĞƌŝŶŐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ĚĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ? ?KĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?&ƌŝĞĚŵĂŶŝƐ
careful to state that the rules must be obeyed, but his description implicitly requires 
businesses to operate as close as possible to the threshold at which their activities would be 
considered deceptive and fraudulent.   
There is a curious parallel here with drama-in-education and the thinking of Dorothy 
,ĞĂƚŚĐŽƚĞ P “ ?/ )ŶĨŽŽƚďĂůůƚŚĞďƌŝůůŝĂŶƚƉůĂǇĞƌ ‘ƉůĂǇƐ ?ƚŚĞƌƵůĞƐƚŽtheir limit and good drama 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŝƐĂƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚŝƚƐƌƵůĞƐĂƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆƉůŽŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W71).  
The difference being that business is competitive and drama is not; the exploitation of rules 
within drama education benefits all those participating, whereas in business the exploiters 
benefit at the expense of others.  Recent examples of rule-exploitation in business and 
beyond are plentiful: the financial crash of 2008, which saw the trade of officially-sanctioned 
financial products cost the UK economy a possible 11 W13% of its GDP (Curtis, 2011: 
[online]); the MPs expenses scandal of 2009, which outraged the public despite the fact that 
ƚŚĞǀĂƐƚŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨĐůĂŝŵƐǁĞƌĞ “ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞƌƵůĞƐ ? ?tŝůůŝĂŵƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐůǇ ?
DWƐ ?ĞǆƉense claims have risen 43% since the 2010 general election [ibid]); and the demise 
of BHS following questionable, though not fraudulent, behaviour by Sir Philip Green, which 
DWƐĐĂůůĞĚƚŚĞ “ƵŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞĨĂĐĞŽĨĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?&ƌŝĞĚŵĂŶwould 
likely counter that the first and last examples are not in accordance with his principle, since 
both resulted in catastrophic losses.  However, my point is that the single-minded pursuit of 
profit makes these sorts of outcomes almost inevitable and that those who ruthlessly 
pursue profit seldom feel the effects of their mistakes.   
Furthermore, business has a very close and influential relationship with government 
through the practices of lobbying and consultancies etc., of which only consultant lobbying 
must be registered according to current UK legislation (unlike America, where we know that 
 ? ? ? ?ďŝůůŝŽŶǁĂƐƐƉĞŶƚŽŶůŽďďǇŝŶŐŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?KƉĞŶ^ĞĐƌĞƚƐ ?Ŷ ?Ě ? ? ) ?ŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ‘ĨƌĞĞƚƌĂĚĞ ?ĚĞĂůƐ
such as TTIP, which not only tend to be negotiated through a highly secretive and 
undemocratic process, but also seek to introduce Investor-State Dispute Settlement 
mechanisms that allow companies to sue governments for enacting policies which might 
diminish future profits (Williams, 2015).  As Lazzarato observes, in receŶƚƚŝŵĞƐ ? “ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů
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ŝŶǀĞƐƚŽƌƐ QŚĂǀĞ QďĞĞŶĂďůĞƚŽƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞ^ƚĂƚĞƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƉŽǁĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?
Thus, we can see that business not only plays the rules to their limit, but also makes the 
rules and arguably rigs them in its favour.  I contend that the worldview and goals of 
business are often in conflict with those of society in general; therefore, the commercial co-
option of forms of play(fulness) is something to be particularly wary of. 
 
[Back to 3.2.1 page 60] 
[Back to 3.2.2 footnote 12] 
 
A3.3: The Chair Exercise 
 
As with any practice, The Chair Exercise is impossible to render accurately and completely in 
words.  With this caveat in mind, I endeavour to give an account of the ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞŽĨŶĚƌĞĂ ?Ɛ
which I deem to be the clearest example of bringing students into a productive relationship 
with ambiguity.  Andrea describes The Chair Exercise thus: 
the actor relaxes themselves, takes the chair, holds it with the back of the chair so 
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĐŚĂŝƌŝƐĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞŝƌƐŽůĂƌƉůĞǆƵƐĂŶĚǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ
ready and when they feel the impulse the task is that they go and put the chair 
ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞĐŚĂŝƌŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞ Q 
Quite an ambiguous instruction, right?! 
The exercise takes place in as bare a studio as is feasible, not in an attempt to 
employ the scientific method, but so as to decontextualise the experience and thus 
heighten the state of ambiguity generated.  This makes the exercise particularly useful for 
inclusion here, as it foregrounds the principle itself, which could be transformed according 
to, and thus incorporated into, various pedagogical contexts.  The exercise is undertaken by 
a single student observed by the rest of the class, who have either already completed the 
exercise, or are awaiting their turn.   
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Andrea posits that, hypothetically, the exercise could work in the absence of an 
ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚŝƚǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƐŽĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?dŚĞŝŶƚĞƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?Žƌ ‘ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ? ?ĂĨĨŽƌĚĞĚďǇ
ƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŵĂŶŝfested in palpable focus as well as verbal and 
ŐĞƐƚƵƌĂůĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ?ŝƐĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĚǇŶĂŵŝĐŝŶŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐƵƐĂŐĞŽĨƚŚĞĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ ? ?dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂ
ƉĂƌĂůůĞůŚĞƌĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶŶĚƌĞĂ ?ƐƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇĂŶĚŵƐĚĞŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝ ŶŽĨ'ĂƵůŝĞƌ ?Ɛ “ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐǇŽĨ
ƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌƐŚŝƉ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )dŚĞdirect feedback between the student and an audience of 
their peers (plus the tutor), both during and between attempts, is invaluable, as the 
audience reflects back the surfacing of impulses of which the student may not have been 
aware. 
 
[Back to 3.6.1.2 footnote 35  W see below for further significance of The Chair Exercise] 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 41  W see below how the social learning aspect of The Chair Exercise 
can help develop affective cognition, specifically intuition] 
 
A3.3.1: Perception of Impulses (Intentions) 
 
Irrespective of whether one finds any version of mirror-neuron theory convincing,3 the fact 
that there is an observable difference in brain activity when observing intentional and non-
intentional action (di Pellegrino et al., 1992) indicates that we (and other animals) possess a 
particular sensitivity, which allows us to perceive intention in others.  This is especially 
heightened in The Chair Exercise, wherein the audience often perceive, and make explicit to 
                                                          
3 Andrea appears to take the vieǁƚŚĂƚ ‘ŵŝƌƌŽƌŶĞƵƌŽŶƐ ? ?'ĂůůĞƐĞĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŚƵŵĂŶƐ ?<ŝůŶĞƌĞƚ
al., 2009).  I am more interested in complex systems comprised of entire human beings embedded within 
dynamic environments than the isolated functioning of specific brain areas (as is Andrea; scientific references 
ƚĞŶĚƚŽďĞĞŵƉůŽǇĞĚŝŶĂŵĞƚĂƉŚŽƌŝĐĂůƐĞŶƐĞ )ĂŶĚƌĞŵĂŝŶĂŵďŝǀĂůĞŶƚĂďŽƵƚŚƵŵĂŶƐ ?ŵŝƌƌŽƌŶĞƵƌŽŶƐ ?ůĂŝŵƐ
ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐƚŚĞŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐƌŽůĞŽĨŵŝƌƌŽƌŶĞƵƌŽŶƐŝŶƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐƐŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚĂƚĞƐƐŽĂƐƚŽƌĞĂĚ
their minds (e.g. Gallese & Goldman, 1998) do not convince me, since such claims make the mereological, or 
homunculus fallacy (see Bennett & Hacker, 2003): If the brain (or a part of it) produces a simulation, who could 
be the audience other than a homunculus within the brain?  (For further criticism of simulation theory, see 
'ĂůůĂŐŚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? )dŚĞĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŵŝƌƌŽƌŶĞƵƌŽŶƐ “ƐĞůĞĐƚĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƐƚƵƌĞŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐ ? ?Ěŝ
Pellegrino et al., 1992: 179), drawn from evidence that only goal-directed, or intentional, actions are 
associated with the firing of such neurons, also makes the mereological fallacy, since only a person can 
perceive meaning; a neuron cannot, and neither can a brain for that matter.  Personally, I find the ecologically-
ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ ‘ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝǀĞůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?ŵŽƌĞĐŽŶǀŝŶĐŝŶŐ ?ƐĞĞ,ĞǇĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽǁŚŝĐŚ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
ďĞŝŶŐ ‘ŚĂƌĚ-ǁŝƌĞĚ ? ?ŶĞƵƌŽŶƐďĞĐŽŵĞŵŝƌƌŽƌŶĞƵƌŽŶƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƐĞŶƐŽƌŝŵŽƚŽƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ ?ƚŚĞ
correlation of observing and executing the same action.   
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the student performing, impulses (intentions) that the student overrules by rational 
cognition.  As Andrea explains it, the audience 
ĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĂƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐŽŶ- we read that in the body- it may be micro, very, 
ǀĞƌǇƐƵďƚůĞǁĂǇƐ ?ďƵƚ ?ǁĞĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂǁĂŶƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞďĞůůǇ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐ
ĐĞŶƚƌĂůƉůĂĐĞ ?ƚŽŐŽŽǀĞƌŚĞƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƚŚĞŚĞĂĚƚƵƌŶƐŽƌƚŚĞĞǇĞƐƚƵƌŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ
ĂŶŝĚĞĂƚŚĂƚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ “ƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂďĞƚƚĞƌƉůĂĐĞ ?ĂŶĚƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚŚĞǇ ?ůůĂƌŐƵĞ
bůƵĞŝŶƚŚĞĨĂĐĞ “ŶŽƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĂƚƚŚĞ- ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞŝŵƉƵůƐĞǁĂƐ ?ĂŶĚǇŽƵŐŽ
 “ǁĞůů ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ- ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŶŽƚǁŚĂƚǁĞƐĂǁ ?ĂŶĚƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚŚĞĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞŝƐ
ƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚĂŶĚƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚĂŶĚǁĞƐĞĞŝƚĂŶĚǁĞŐŽ “ǇĞĂŚ ?Žŝƚ ?dŚĂƚŽŶĞ ? ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞ
done it withouƚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŝƚ Q 
Experiencing The Chair Exercise, both as observer and actor, feels like witnessing 
ŵĂŐŝĐ ?ďƵƚŝƚŝƐŶ ?ƚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƐŝŵƉůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĞĞďĞůŽǁ ) ?ǇŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƵŶŶŽƚŝĐĞĚŽƌ
overruled impulses pointed out to them, the student is able to develop their awareness of 
their own intuitive impulses.  This increased awareness, in turn, allows the student to follow 
their intuition, and therefore perform authentically, more often.  It is a productive 
relationship with ambiguity that enables this learning process, a relationship which, I argue, 
is facilitated by the practice of this project.  I argue that productive ambiguity and 
associated fostering of intuition would be valuable additions to mainstream education; LP 
provides the framework for their integration. 
One could describe intuition as a form of personal creativity, since it involves original 
interpretations in combination with a discretionary sense that the interpretations produced 
will be useful in the particular context.  The difference here is that the discretion is felt, and 
so is affective in nature, rather than operating according to rational processes.  According to 
Forgas, the Western view of affect, dominant since Plato, as a force which impairs, and even 
is malicious towards, rational thinking has been rethought since the 1980s.  There is now 
ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůůǇƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂĨĨĞĐƚĂŶĚĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶƐŚĂƌĞ “ĐůŽƐĞŶĞƵƌĂůůŝŶŬƐĂŶĚ
ĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ?ŵƵůƚŝĨĂĐĞƚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚďŝĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐŚĂƐŶŽƚ
translated into the significant change in the prevailing positivist epistemology, our 
education system, or our wider society, that this project deems necessary.  I argue that 
intuition is an excellent example of the intimate, bidirectional relationship between affect 
and cognition.  Given the scientific support for the interdependence of cognition and affect, 
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together with the links Andrea proposes between intuition and authenticity, I suggest 
reframing intuition, and other processes grounded in affect, as valid capabilities to be 
developed within mainstream education, and further suggest that LP is well placed to effect 
ŝŶƚƵŝƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ? 
 
[Back to 2.4 footnote 46] 
[Back to 3.6.1.2 footnote 35] 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 41] 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 44] 





A4.1: Overview of Bateson 
 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶǁŚĂƚŚĞĐĂůůƐƚŚĞ “ƚǁŽĨĂĐĞƐ ?ŽĨĞĐŽůŽŐǇ within any living 
system PƚŚĞ “ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐŽĨĞŶĞƌŐǇĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ ?ĂŶĚ “ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƐŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?/ƚŝƐƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌ ? “ďŝŽĞŶĞƌŐĞƚŝĐƐ ?1 (ibid), which is the chief preserve of ecological 
study in its most common form.  However, it is the economics of information,2 which 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶƚĞƌŵƐ “ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ Pxxiii), that is of chief importance to both him and my 
present purposes.   
For Bateson, bioenergetics and mind pertain to perhaps the two most fundamental 
descriptive levels, which give rise to all possible sublevels necessary to understand the 
ǁŽƌůĚ ?dŚĞƐĞŚĞƐŽŵĞǁŚĂƚƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůůǇĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐĂƐƚǁŽĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ “ǁŽƌůĚƐŽĨ
ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ:ƵŶŐŝŶŶĂŵŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ “ƉůĞƌŽŵĂ ?ŶĚ “ĐƌĞĂƚƵƌĂ ?ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ŝďŝĚ P
489).  In A4.3 WA4.3.1 below, I explore the ramifications of this distinction and suggest a way 
for dissolving it.  Whilst creatura is essentially synonymous and coextensive with the notion 
of Mind3 (which, both here and for Bateson, includes all life), pleroma includes not only 
bioenergetics but all matter, forces, and energy.  Thus, one can consider creatura as the 
subjective world of Mind and pleroma as the objective world of substance (ibid: 462); 
however, in A4.3 WA4.3.1 below, I argue that an ecological perspective challenges the very 
notion of an objective-subjective boundary.   
Though Bateson argues that the pleroma-creatura dualism exists only in description, 
ŶŽƚŝŶĂĐƚƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ĂƐŚŵĂŶĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚĂŶ “ƵŶƌĞƐŽůǀĞĚĂŵďŝŐƵŝƚǇ ?ŝŶŚŝƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ
pleroma and creatura left Bateson ultimately unable to resolve the dualism (2008: 45 W46; 
see also 4.3.2 ) ?ƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐƚŽĚƵĂůŝƐŵƐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇƐĞĞŵƐƚŽŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĂƚĞŶƐŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ
                                                          
1 Bioenergetics is of attendant, but only tangential concern to this project, so factors pertaining thereto will 
not be directly explored here. 
2 ĂƚĞƐŽŶƵƐĞƐ ‘ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶĂƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůƐĞŶƐĞ ?ĚĞƌŝǀĚĨƌŽŵĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ďƵƚŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚĂůƐŽ
resembles the common-sense usage of the conveyance of meaning, as I expand upon below. 
3 DŝŶĚ ?ĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐĞĚ )ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨĂƚŽƚĂůŵĞŶƚĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ŽĨǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŵŝŶĚƐĂƌĞ
considered subsystems (2000: 467).  Similarly, I use Life to refer to all life.  Whereas Mind refers only to the 
creatural aspects of living things, Life here refers simultaneously to both their creatural and pleromic aspects.  
&ŽƌĂĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŝƐƐƵĞƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽƵƐĂŐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ŵŝŶĚ ?ĂƐĂŶŽƵŶ ?ƐĞĞA4.3 below. 
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thinking, since he strongly opposes dualisms of the Cartesian sort that entail a separation.  
Bateson deems the lingering influence of Cartesian thinking an epistemological fallacy 
(1979: 217)4 ƚŚĂƚǁŝůůůŝŬĞůǇƉƌŽǀĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŝŶŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐĚĞŵŝƐĞŝĨŝƚĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞ
(2000: 337).  This suggests that Bateson would likely have dissolved the pleroma-creatura 
dualism had he found an appropriate means of doing so. 
Where pleroŵŝĐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐŽĐĐƵƌƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů “ĨŽƌĐĞƐĂŶĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?
creatural, or mental, processes proceed by the transformation of information (ibid: 315).  
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽ^ŚĂŶŶŽŶ ?tĞĂǀĞƌ ?ƐƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵĂƚŝĐMathematical Theory of Communication, 
information is dĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ “ĂŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐĨƌĞĞĚŽŵŽĨĐŚŽŝĐĞǁŚĞŶŽŶĞƐĞůĞĐƚƐĂ
ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?5  Therefore, the minimum possible amount of information is a 
 “ďŝŶĂƌǇĚŝŐŝƚ ? ?Žƌ “ďŝƚ ? ?ĂƚĞƌŵtĞĂǀĞƌĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐƚŽ:ŽŚŶt ?dƵŬĞǇ ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚĞǆŝƐƚƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞ
selection is between two possible messages (ibid).  Information is explicitly formulated as 
potentiality, i.e. as proportional to the number of total possibilities in any given situation.6  
This is important, because it entails that Shannon & Weaver define information as being 
fundamentally non-local, which is to say that information cannot be said to reside in any of 
the possible messages (ibid).   
                                                          
4 /ŶƚŚŝƐ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂůŝŐŶƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĂƚŽĨĞŶŶĞƚƚ ? ,ĂĐŬĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŽƐĞĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂůǁŽƌŬ ?
Philosophical Foundations of Neuroscience, argues that Cartesian thinking is evident in, and fundamentally 
confuses, a significant proportion of neuroscience, leading to logically inadmissible conclusions being drawn 
from experimental data.  The chief (Cartesian) epistemological error that Bennett & Hacker identify is the 
 ‘ŵĞƌĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĨĂůůĂĐǇ ? PĂŶĞƌƌŽƌŽĨĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐƚŽƉĂƌƚƐ of a system properties that can only logically be 
attributed to the system as a whole (2003: 29).  Within neuroscience, this tends to be the attribution of mental 
characteristics to the brain, or parts of the brain.  May (2015) also finds the mereological fallacy lingering in 
contemporary cognitive science, arguing that this confusion is carried over into much of the work which 
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞƚƵƌŶ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĂƚƌĞĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ? 
5 This would seem to imply that information, so conceived, cannot possibly be transmitted.  If information is 
potentiality, it must surely be collapsed into actuality (i.e. into one of the possible messages) before it can be 
transmitted and thus received.  Or, if it really is the case that information itself is transmitted, this places in 
doubt all theories of cognition and mind which rely on contentful representations, since potentiality ipso facto 
can have no content.  Shannon & Weaver appear to indirectly address this point, clarifying that what actually 
gets transmitted is the product of a given information source, which represents the amount of information the 
source possesses by virtue of the fact that the product has been freely chosen from the number of options 
that the source provides (1963: 16).  Nonetheless, the loose and confused way in which the concept of 
Shannon Information has been applied and developed (Bruni, 2008: 101) is a problem for traditional cognitive 
science, which might call into question its standing as the dominant paradigm and, ultimately, its usefulness as 
an explicatory tool.  Although the ecological viewpoint I am invoking also makes use of an information concept, 
I argue that its flexibility avoids some of the issues inherent in applying something as rigid as Shannon 
Information. 
6 It should be noted in passing that my notion of play as bifurcation between the indicative and subjunctive 
implies a partial association with the notion of information as potentiality.  The association is partial because, 
where Shannon Information is entirely potential, play is both extant and potential at the same time. 
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It is difficult to overestimate the impact of this theory, since it arguably underpins 
the information technology revolution of the latter half of the twentieth century, which 
continues apace today.  The development of Shannon Information influenced the 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƐŽǁĂƌƌĂŶƚƐ
ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶŚĞƌĞ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚŽŶůǇĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĨƌĂŵework is drawn upon directly.  Shannon 
Information primarily addresses intentionally communicated information, whereas 
organisms often gather ambient information in interaction with their environment (cf. 
Gibson, [1979] 1986).  Also, Shannon Information does not offer sufficient flexibility for our 
current purposes.  It only holds for digital (discrete) choices, whereas play(fulness) often 
operates according to analogue information, such as kinetic, or shifting combinations of 
each (Bateson, 2000: 192).  Furthermore, play(fulness) is fundamentally a meaning-making, 
or -discovering, phenomenon (Bogost, 2016), which means that a purely quantitative 
formulation of information is not particularly appropriate in this instance.7  Furthermore, in 
reality, as Bateson observes, information is always-already contextual, not only in the sense 
ŽĨƚƌĂǀĞůůŝŶŐĨƌŽŵŽŶĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƚŽĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽĂƐ “ƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů
ƐƵďƐǇƐƚĞŵĐĂůůĞĚĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐĞŶƚĂŝůƐƚŚĂƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĐŽ-constitutive of its 
associated contexts, as well as being shaped by them; something inadmissible as regards 
Shannon Information.8   
ĂƚĞƐŽŶĚĞĨŝŶĞƐĂďŝƚŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂƐ “ĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞǁŚŝĐŚŵĂŬĞƐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?
(2000: 315).9  dŚŝƐƌĞƚĂŝŶƐ^ŚĂŶŶŽŶ ?tĞĂǀĞƌ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨnon-locality, whilst recoupling 
information to meaning, which Hartley first divorced from one another (1928: 538).  Just as 
ǁŝƚŚ ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵŽĨĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?ĂďŽǀĞ ? ‘ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ?ĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞƐĂŝĚƚŽƌĞƐŝĚĞŝŶĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ĞǀĞŶ
abstract things such as messages; choices and differences are always between things, 
                                                          
7 This is not to imply, however, that this project seeks to discover or communicate any meaning(s) related to 
particular places; meaning here is associated with the concepts of rooted placelessness and irreverent 
reverence (see A1.1 & A1.2). 
8 The example of a bit of information that Shannon & Weaver give is a choice between the King James Bible 
text anĚ ‘ǇĞƐ ?ĂƐƚŚĞƚǁŽƉŽƐƐŝďůĞŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽďĞ “ĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂůůǇƐŝŵƉůĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P
10) and presumably also intended to underscore the point that Shannon Information is completely divorced 
from meaning (ibid: 8).  However, it also indicates the radical decontextualisation and reductiveness inherent 
ŝŶƚŚĞƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ƐŝŶĐĞĞŝƚŚĞƌŵĞƐƐĂŐĞŵĂǇďĞĐŽĚĞĚĂƐĞŝƚŚĞƌ ‘ ? ?Žƌ ‘ ? ? ?/ƚŝƐĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƚŽĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞŽĨĂƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ
which would be rendered intelligible by the above.  Although I am aware that, in isolating their conception of 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĨƌŽŵ^ŚĂŶŶŽŶ ?tĞĂǀĞƌ ?ƐǁŝĚĞƌƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?/ĂŵĞŶŐĂŐĞĚŝŶĚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞĚƵĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ
myself.  This I justify on the grounds that space dictates maximum brevity when expounding secondary theory. 
9 ĂƚĞƐŽŶƵƐĞƐƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ďŝƚ ?ŶŽƚƚŽŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĂŵĂƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚƐŝŵƉůǇƚŽƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ
its elemental unit. 
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though neither be said to reside in any space or time between (Bateson, 2000: 458).  That is 
ƚŽƐĂǇ ?ďŽƚŚĂƌĞŝŶĞƐĐĂƉĂďůǇƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĨĞƌƐŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨ
application, however, since it is the difference itself which is causal (it makes a difference), 
ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐĂŵĞƐƐĂŐĞĐĂŶŶŽƚƐĞŶĚŝƚƐĞůĨŝŶ^ŚĂŶŶŽŶ ?tĞĂǀĞƌ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ĂŶĚĂůƐŽďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
there are always an infinite number of differences which could make a difference (Bateson, 
2000: 458 W459).10 
Meaning here is meant in a radically expanded sense.  Something has meaning if it is 
ŽĨŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů ?ŽƌďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƚŽĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ ?'ŝďƐŽŶ ?ƐǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚ
ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀŝŶŐĂŶĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞŝƐ “ĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨƉĞƌĐĞŝǀŝŶŐĂǀĂůƵĞ-rich ecologicaůŽďũĞĐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
140) shows that affordances parallel differences in asserting the pre-existence of meaning in 
ƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ?ƐĞĞĂůƐŽŝďŝĚ ?ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ? ) ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?/ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚƚŚĂƚ'ŝďƐŽŶ ?Ɛ “ŝŶǀĂƌŝĂŶƚƐŽĨƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ
ƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ŝďŝĚ )ĂƌĞƐǇŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐǁŝƚŚĂƚĞƐŽŶian difference-making differences; since 
 “ŝŶǀĂƌŝĂŶƚĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝŶǀĂƌŝĂŶƚƐ QƐƉĞĐŝĨǇƚŚĞĂĨĨŽƌĚĂŶĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ )/
therefore maintain that affordances are complexes of difference.  Whereas Gibson limits his 
theory to animals (perhaps because Gibson centres his theory on visual perception), 
Bateson applies his difference-concept to all life.  For example, a difference in light intensity 
makes a difference to a plant; this difference means something to the plant (Bateson, 2000: 
381 W382).  It is reasonable to infer that the human experience of meaning bears some 
(however inordinately complex) relation to meanings of this basic type.  Thus, for Bateson, a 
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞǁŚŝĐŚŵĂŬĞƐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŝƐĂŶ “ĞůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇŝĚĞĂ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ? 
The reason, Bateson observes, that differences can cause effects is because living 
systems store energy, which means that they can support pleromic processes triggered 
creaturally.  The system achieves this by virtue of the respondent part, as opposed to the 
triggering part, commonly providing the energy for the ongoing information transformation 
and thus the perpetuation of the process (ibid: 489-490).11  Muscles, for example, provide 
                                                          
10 /ŶƚŚŝƐůĂƐƚƉŽŝŶƚ ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐƚŚĂƚŚĞŝƐŵŽĚŝĨǇŝŶŐ<ĂŶƚ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĞůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ
aesthetic act is the ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨĂĨĂĐƚ ?ĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝŶĨŝŶŝƚƵĚĞŽĨƉŽƐƐŝďůĞĨĂĐƚƐĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐƚŽĂŶǇŐŝǀĞŶŽďũĞĐƚ ?&Žƌ
 ‘ĨĂĐƚ ? ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶƐƵďƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ ‘ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
11 Although Bateson does not state this explicitly, it is not a case of a creatural event sparking a pleromic one 
as a knock-on effect.  Whenever mind is involved, even though difference may be the proximal cause, the 
creatural and pleromic aspects of any process are strictly synchronous and coextensive, despite the fact that 
information has no spatio-temporal location.  That is to say, the two are one and the same, only described 
from different perspectives.  Of course, any system which displays mental characteristics is also susceptible to 
physical causes in the usual ways (Bateson, 2000: 315). 
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the requisite energy to transform nervous information into kinetic information.  Bateson 
also notes that systems exhibiting mental characteristics often expend energy as an inverse 
relation of energy input; thus, the side of the plant where the light is least intense will grow 
the fastest (ibid: 382). 
 dŚĞĨŝŶĂůƉŽŝŶƚŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŽƌĞŚĞĂƌƐĞat this juncture is the assertion that 
creatural/living/mental processes take place within circuits or networks around which 
differences are transmuted as they affect the various parts of the system (ibid: 490).12  The 
ĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚŵĞŶƚĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵƐĂƌĞ “ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ ? ? “ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůůǇŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ ? ?ĂŶĚ “ƐĞůĨ-ĐŽƌƌĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĞŶƚĂŝůƐ
that 
ŶŽƉĂƌƚŽĨƐƵĐŚ ?Ă ? QƐǇƐƚĞŵĐĂŶŚĂǀĞƵŶŝůĂƚĞƌĂůĐŽŶƚƌŽůŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƌĞŵĂŝŶĚĞƌŽƌŽǀĞƌ
any other part.  The mental characteristics are inherent or immanent in the 
ensemble as a whole. (ibid: 315) 
For Bateson, this holism has far-reaching implications: any description of a creatural process 
which does not include the totality of informational pathways involved renders that 
situation inexplicable (2000: 465), leading to significant misunderstanding.  Attempts to 
explain human thought and behaviour in terms of brain activity, for example, make the 
error of artificially dissecting the requisite informational pathways (see also footnote 4).  For 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ? “ƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐƐǇƐƚĞŵ QŝƐŵĂŶƉůƵƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇĂůŝŐŶƐ
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚŚĞƐĞƐŽĨĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚĂŶĚĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ ?ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ13 
cognition, the former of which at least tends to find favour among performance scholars of 
a cognitive persuasion, since performance is an ineluctably embodied phenomenon.  
/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?^ŚĂƵŐŚŶĞƐƐǇ ?dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚĞ “ƚŚĞŽƌǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ?ďŽĚǇƵŶŝƚǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
ĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽĞŵďŽĚŝĞĚĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐďĞŝŶŐ “ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ?Imagining Autism, which 
uses participatory performance as a means of fostering positive change in children with 
autism (2016: 202). 
 I do not intend to provide a synopsis of the premises and scope of embodied and 
extended/distributed cognition.  Suffice it to say that embodied approaches stress the active 
                                                          
12 This is not to imply that such processes are in any way isolated.  The nature of differences is that they could 
make a difference to any other living system at any point. 
13 Since I am only addressing these schools of thought in passing, I argue that there is sufficient overlap 
between the two for them to be taken together (see Clark & Chalmers, 1998; Hutchins, 2000). 
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and constitutive role of the body in mental process (Shapiro, 2010), and 
ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ ?ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐĂƐƐĞƌƚƚŚĞĂĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞƌŽůĞŽĨƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ ?Ɛ
environment in mental process, inclusive of other organisms (Hutchins, 1995, 2000; Clark & 
Chalmers, 1998).  Embodied cognition in particular sets itself against the fundamental 
premise(s) of traditional cognitive science, which Shapiro summarises as the view that 
 “ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐĂůŐŽƌŝƚŚŵŝĐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐƵƉŽŶƐǇŵďŽůŝĐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?
Further, like Bateson, embodied cognition rejects Cartesian dualism in favour of a more 
ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐǀŝĞǁ ?ĂƐ^ŚĂƵŐŚŶĞƐƐǇ ?dƌŝŵŝŶŐŚĂŵ ?ƐƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ ‘ŵŝŶĚ ?ďŽĚǇƵŶŝƚǇ ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐ ? 
 
 [Back to 2.5 footnote 51] 
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[Back to 4.3.2 footnote 36] 
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[Back to 5.3 footnote 14] 
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[Back to 6.3.1 footnote 11] 
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[Back to 7.7 footnote 54] 
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A4.2: Play(fulness) is Being, not Skill 
 
In order to avert potential misunderstanding here, of perceived slippage of this argument 
into advocating play(fulness) as a generic skill to be acquired, instrumentalised as an all-
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powerful tool for human creativity and enlightenment, I must stress three things.  Firstly, 
play is technically not an action, but a class of actions grouped according to context 
(Bateson, 1991: 203), and Playfulness is a context-of-context, or quality with which play-
actions are carried out, so neither can be construed as a skill.  Secondly, I must reiterate 
that, as with creativity, any philosophical insight facilitated by play(fulness) remains 
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƵŶƚŝůƌĞĂůŝƐĞĚďǇƐŽŵĞŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?dŚŝƌĚůǇ ?ŵƵĐŚŽĨƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ) ?ƐǀĂůƵĞůŝĞƐŝŶ
its particularity; I am very clear that I do not seek to, nor could I, make people Playful.  My 
ĂŝŵŝƐƚŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĚŝƐĐŽǀĞƌǇŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨWůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐ ?/ĂůŝŐŶ
ƉůĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ǁŝƚŚ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĂƐĞǆŚŝďŝƚŝŶŐ “ďŽƵŶĚůĞƐƐ
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐŝƚǇ ? ?ƐŝŶĐĞ ?ůŝŬĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? there is no limit to what play(fulness) may encompass, 
ǇĞƚĞĂĐŚŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞŝƐ “ŝŶĐŽƌƌŝŐŝďůǇƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ? ? ? ? ? ?ď P  ) ?/ǁŝůůŶŽƚƌĞŚĞĂƌƐĞƚŚĞĨƵůůĐĂƚĂůŽŐƵĞ
of links between play(fulness) and performance here (see Schechner, 2013, Chapter 4), but 
it is pertinent to point out that both terms refer to contexts, not actions. 
 
[Back to 4.2.2 footnote 22] 
[Back to 7.8 footnote 72] 
 
A4.3: Mind, Matter & the Quantum 
 
Mind is not to be considered as an object or entity, despite the possible temptation to do 
so, which arises from its linguistic formulation as a noun.  Rather, mind refers to the 
conditions of possibility for a difference to make a difference (see A4.1 above) and for 
intentionality to arise, leading to the potential for action to take place.  Neither should mind 
be confused with consciousness in the human sense.  For Bateson, any systemic process of 
appropriate causal complexity, with appropriate energy relations, will display mental 
characteristics (2000: 315). 
dŚĞŶŽƵŶ ‘ŵŝŶĚ ?ŝƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇŵŝƐůĞĂĚŝŶŐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚƉƌĞĐŝƉŝƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ
of the mental, leading to the idea that minds can be spatially located (Ryle, [1949] 2009: 2), 
which, in turn, presents the possibility of their being individuated.  In actuality, no mental 
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process can be strictly separated from any other.  Despite this, Bateson defines a unit14 of 
ŵŝŶĚĂƐĂŶǇ “ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƚŽƚĂůŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ-processing, trial-and-error complĞƚŝŶŐ ?ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?
which is to say all those elements implicated in any process one wishes to understand.  He is 
clear, however, that these units are not actually bounded, but are rather subsystems of 
Mind as a totality (2000: 466).  Bateson further identifies this unit of mind as identical to the 
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƵŶŝƚŽĨĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĚĞĞŵƐƚŽďĞ “ĂĨůĞǆŝďůĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵ-in-its-ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?
(ibid: 457).  Thus, we can see that the human body constitutes an element of the human-in-
environment mind-unit.   
At another levĞů ?ŽŶĞ ?ƐďŽĚǇĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞƐĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆŽĨŵŝŶĚƐ ?ŽŶĞƌĞĂƐŽŶďĞŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
the number of human cells comprising a body is roughly equalled by those of bacteria 
(Sender, Fuchs & Milo, 2016), for whom the body is their environment.  From a Batesonian 
perspective, thĞŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ŵǇŵŝŶĚ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇƚĂŬĞŶƚŽďĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ
individual concerned, is rather an emergent property of a complex network of distributed, 
interdependent mental processes; it is an  “ĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ? ? ? ? ? Pxxiii).  Indeed, Bateson 
argues ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞůĨŝƐĂ “ŵǇƚŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ?ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĂƌďŝƚƌĂƌǇĐĂƌǀŝŶŐŽĨĨŽĨ
one part of a system from the rest (1991: 202). 
A note must also be given on the fraught relationship between matter and mind.  If 
problematic dualism is to be avoided, mind and matter must be one and the same on some 
level, just as waves and particles are one and the same; in each case, both are necessary for 
a complete account of certain situations.  However, this is not the level of lived experience, 
in which things must instantiate themselves as one or the other by virtue of being 
experienced.  This arises from the quantum theoretical notion of complementarity15 put 
                                                          
14 Of course, the notion of mind as being conceivable in terms of units presents further opportunities for 
misunderstanding, as with the pleroma-creatura dualism (see A4.1 above); however, we must be able to draw 
metaphorical lines somewhere, so as to be intelligible.  Otherwise, we would have to talk about everything all 
the time, which would be unwieldy and exhausting.  These units can perhaps be thought of as being enclosed 
by a permeable membrane or selective forcefield, which are more or less permeable (and/or selective) 
depending on the nature of the system and the specific circumstances, and which preserve always the 
possibility of the system being affected by some other system. 
15 EĂĚĞĂƵ ?<ĂĨĂƚŽƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƌŝƚǇĂƐ “ĂůŽŐŝĐĂůĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬĨŽƌƚŚĞĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶ
of scientific knowledge that discloses a new relationship between physical theory and physical reality that 
ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞƐĂůůĂƉƉĞĂůƐƚŽŵĞƚĂƉŚǇƐŝĐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?DĞƚĂƉŚǇƐŝĐƐŚĂĚĞĂƌůŝĞƌďĞĞŶƚĂĐŝƚůǇŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů
theory through positing that the world is a mathematical structure independent of human experience, yet 
knowable by us through mathematics (ibid: 86).  One could argue that quantum theory instead incorporates 
metaphysics by characterising the physical universe as mindlike (see Theise & Kafatos, 2016; Stapp, 2011; 
Schäfer, 2008, 2006); in a sense, metaphysics has become physics. 
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forward by Bohr, according to which gaining knowledge of one complementary variable 
precludes seeking that of another within the same situation, for instance momentum and 
position (Eisberg & Resnick, 1985: 68).  Complementarity also connects the space-time and 
mass-energy dyads, which in each case are jointly necessary yet mutually exclusive when 
describing reality (Nadeau & Kafatos, 2001: 92).   
The universe as described by quantum mechanics is always-already contingent, 
which reveals an important parallel between quantum and ecological viewpoints.  Since 
experience is part of the world, and effects change in it in order to occur (Stapp, 2009a: 
219 W220), no detached position is possible from which to experience anything objectively.  
Furthermore, since experience must be mental in order to count as such, any experience of 
matter must be instantiated mentally, though without matter there would be no possible 
experience.  Mind and matter are orthogonal, yet bound together, so I argue that an 
analogic (or possibly actual) complementarity can be said to persist between them. 
The Copenhagen interpretation16 of quantum theory, devised chiefly by Bohr and 
Heisenberg, was strictly epistemologically oriented17 ƵŶƚŝů,ĞŝƐĞŶďĞƌŐ ‘ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝƐĞĚ ?ŝƚ ?
Heisenberg posits that the objective world can be characterised as potentiality, symbolised 
by quantum wavefunctions, which transitions into the actuality of the phenomenal world 
through interaction.  Crucially, the actualisation happens independently of observation (ibid: 
151).  Bohr remained a pragmatist, asserting that human ideas can only ever order human 
experience and can never speak to anything which might exist independently (ibid: 72).18  
According to Bohr and Heisenberg, absolute knowledge is impossible; either the world is 
fundamentally unknowable, or fundamentally uncertain.     
Ɛ,ĞŝƐĞŶďĞƌŐ ?ƐǀŝĞǁƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůity of knowing the objective world, I sketch 
its implications here.  As Stapp observes, conceiving of the objective world as consisting in 
ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŝƚǇĞŶƚĂŝůƐƚŚĂƚƌĞĂůŝƚǇŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ “ŝĚĞĂůŝŬĞ ? ?ŶŽƚ “ŵĂƚƚĞƌůŝŬĞ ? ?ĂůƐŽĐůĂƌŝĨǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
                                                          
16 Though there has been much controversy regarding the interpretation of quantum theory (Eisenck & 
Resnick, 1985: 79 W80), and many more interpretations since the 1950s, the Copenhagen interpretation has 
attracted new recognition since the turn of the millennium (Faye, 2014). 
17 Bateson would likely view this as a flaw, since he asserts the inseparability of epistemology and ontology 
(see 4.2.1). 
18 This is not to imply that Bohr was an idealist; on the contrary, he was a realist who believed in the existence 




quantum theory demonstrates how an idealike fundamental substrate can be influenced by 
mathematical rules of the phenomenal world (2009a: 195).  The consequences of this for 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĞĐŽůŽŐǇŽĨŵŝŶĚĂƌĞƌĂĚŝĐĂůŝŶƚŚĞƐĞŶƐĞƚŚĂƚŝƚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇŝƐŵŝŶĚ “ĞǀŝĚĞŶƚ
in thŽƐĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ QǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĐůƵĚĞůŝǀŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ďƵƚŝŶƚŚĞ
universe as a totality.  Indeed, there are a significant number of theorists who subscribe to 
the idea of mind as intrinsic to, and immanent within, the objective universe (e.g. Penrose & 
Hameroff, 2014; Stapp, 2011, 2009a; Schäfer, 2008, 2006; Tononi, 2004; Nadeau & Kafatos, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŵŵĂŶĞŶƚŵĞŶƚĂůŝƚǇŝƐŐĂŝŶŝŶŐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĐƌĞĚŝďŝůŝƚǇ ? 
 
[Back to 4.2.1 footnote 3] 
[Back to 4.2.1 footnote 5] 
[Back to 4.4.1 footnote 55] 
[Back to A4.1 footnote 3] 
[Back to A4.1 page 257] 
 
A4.3.1: Mental Ecology of the Quantum and the Subjective-Objective 
Boundary 
 
Cashman proposes solving the problem of the subjective-objective boundary by bringing in 
ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚĂĐƚŝŽŶ P “/ĐĂŶŶĞǀĞƌĨĞĞůƚŚĞƉĞŶĐŝůĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ?ďƵƚ/ĐĂŶďƌĞĂŬŝƚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ?
(2008: 56).  /ĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĞŵĞƌŝƚŝŶĂƐŚŵĂŶ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ?ďƵƚ/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƋƵĂŶƚƵŵƚŚĞŽƌǇ
allows for a more fulsome dissolving of the problem and may provide a useful missing piece 
ƚŽĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐũŝŐƐĂǁ ?/ĂƌŐƵĞƚŚĂƚĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐďůŝŶĚ-spot was not intentionality, but rather an 
out-of-date view of physics, leading to an inaccurate characterisation of territory.  Given the 
ƐƚĂƌŬƉĂƌĂůůĞůƐĂŶĚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞŝŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇƚŚĂƚ/ĂƌŐƵĞŽďƚĂŝŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ
thought and quantum perspectives,19 I find it odd that he appears never to have engaged 
with this field of enquiry.  This is especially perplexing, and perhaps unfortunate, since 
                                                          
19 For example, quantum differences at the beginning of the universe are thought to explain the evolution of 
the macro universe as it appears today in terms of the irregular distribution of matter (Hawking, n.d.). 
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Angels Fear (1987)20 seems to present a picture of the world that is broadly analogous to 
^ƚĂƉƉ ?ƐŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞĂƐ “ƉƐǇĐŚŽƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ) ? 
The introduction of quantum theory21 into considerations of mind and its relation to 
the objective world make plausible some startling suggestions.  Most pertinent here is that 
territory is more mindlike than material.  ĂƐŚŵĂŶĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ
 ‘ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐ ? ?Žƌ ‘ƉƵůůŝŶŐŽƵƚ ? ?ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐůĞĂǀĞƐƵŶĚƌĂǁŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ
ontologically ambiguous, which he finds problematic.  From a quantum perspective, this is 
exactly how things are, not because undrawn differences do not exist at all, as Cashman 
implies (2008: 49), but because they exist only as potentiality. 
/Ĩ ‘ƵŶƉƵůůĞĚ ?ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶƐĚŝĚŶŽƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶĂŶǇƐĞŶƐĞ ?ŽŶĞǁŽƵůĚŶŽƚĞǀĞƌďĞĂďůĞƚŽ
pull them out.  Then again, Bateson argues that there are no distinctions in pleroma (2000: 
271 W272); distinctions are only discernable from some sort of perspective, which implicitly 
posits experience.  These two positions seem irreconcilable until one admits the mindlike 
nature of the objective universe (cf. Penrose & Hameroff, 2014; Stapp, 2011, 2009a; 
^ĐŚćĨĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƌĞĐŽŶĐŝůŝĂƚŝŽŶĨŽůůŽǁƐĨƌŽŵĞǆƚĞŶĚŝŶŐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨŵŝŶĚ ?
ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚŝŶŐŝƚŶŽƚŽŶůǇƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞǆƐǇƐƚĞŵƐďƵƚĂůůƚŚĞǁĂǇĚŽǁŶƚŽ “ĞůĞŵĞŶƚĂůŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?
(Schäfer, 2008: 349).  I am not suggesting that quantum particles exhibit cognition, or are 
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞŝƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƵƚĞĚďǇ “ƵďŝƋƵŝƚŽƵƐƉƌŽƚŽ-conscious 
ĞǀĞŶƚƐ ? ?WĞŶƌŽƐĞ ?,ĂŵĞƌŽĨĨ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚŐŝǀĞƌŝƐĞƚŽƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞǁŝƚŚŝŶ
systems of sufficient complexity and organisation, such as organisms.  Rather than 
describing individual organisms as possessing minds, the quantum view parallels the 
Batesonian in describing the universe as constituting total Mind, of which all else are 
subsystems.  Thus, when (quantum) potentiality collapses into actuality, the universe both 
ŝŶƐƚĂŶƚŝĂƚĞƐĂƌĂŶĚŽŵ “ƉƌŽƚŽ-ĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?WĞŶƌŽƐĞ ?,ĂŵĞƌŽĨĨ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ?)ĂŶĚ
reveals its matterlike aspect (Stapp, 2009a: 286), since the latter is what we mean by 
 ‘ĂĐƚƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ?22  In living things, the complexity of the structure entails that mentality is not 
                                                          
20 Angels Fear (1987) was co-ĂƵƚŚŽƌĞĚ ?ŝŶ'ƌĞŐŽƌǇ ?ƐĐĂƐĞƉŽƐƚŚƵŵŽƵƐůǇ ?ǁŝƚŚŚŝƐĚĂƵŐŚƚĞƌ ?DĂƌǇĂƚŚĞƌŝŶĞ
Bateson. 
21 When mentionŝŶŐƋƵĂŶƚƵŵƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?ŽƌƚŚĞƋƵĂŶƚƵŵƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?/ĂŵďƌŽĂĚůǇƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐƚŽ,ĞŝƐĞŶďĞƌŐ ?Ɛ
ůĂƚĞƌ ? ‘ŽŶƚŽůŽŐŝƐĞĚ ?ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŽƉĞŶŚĂŐĞŶŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ ?^ƚĂƉƉ ? ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? Wfor a discussion of other 
interpretations, see also Schlosshauer, 2005).   
22 Stapp makĞƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚǁŚĂƚ/ĂŵƚĞƌŵŝŶŐƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ ?ƐŵĂƚƚĞƌůŝŬĞĂƐƉĞĐƚŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞ “ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?Žƌ
ƌŽĐŬůŝŬĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚǁĞŽĨƚĞŶĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞǁŽƌĚ ‘ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌĂƉĂƌƚŝĂůĐŽŶĨŽƌŵŝƚǇƚŽ
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only focused, but thereby also organised, allowing the universe to experience itself in a 
more consistent and reliable way.23  We could describe organisms as focal points, or centres 
ŽĨŐƌĂǀŝƚǇ ?ŽĨDŝŶĚ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ? 
This might seem a little overblown for a PhD about jumping over bollards, but the 
above has important implications for Bateson, Bogost, and my play(fulness)-as-
philosophical-phenomenon argument.  We can now see the physical impossibility of 
ĐĂƌƚŽŐƌĂƉŚĞƌƐ ?ĚĞƚĂĐŚĞĚŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌǇ PĂůůŝƐĂĐƚŝǀĞƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?^ƚĂƉƉ ? ? ? ? ?Ă P
 ? ? ? ) ?,ƵŵĂŶƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĐĂŶďĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐĂǁĂƌƉŝŶƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ ?ƐŝŶŶĂƚĞĂŶĚŝŵŵĂŶĞŶƚ
field of, or potential for, subjectivity; (*paradox alert*) objectively, the universe is a 
ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀĞĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?/ŶĚĞĞĚ ?ĂƐdŚĞŝƐĞ ?<ĂĨĂƚŽƐŶŽƚĞ ? “ ?d )ŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞŝƐŝƚƐŽǁŶ
ĨŝƌƐƚŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌĂŶĚƐƵďũĞĐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?24  The subject who draws distinctions and to whom 
differences make a difference at the quantum level, and ultimately also in the experience of 
organisms, is thus the universe.  The exemplification of these processes through 
play(fulness) is therefore a distinctly philosophical matter. 
The map might not be the territory, but the mapping actively renders the territory 
mappable to the mapper, without which it would remain indeterminate.  In fact, maps (i.e. 
perceptions, experiences, ideas) have the greater claim to ultimate reality, as currently 
understood, than does the materiality described by classical physics (Stapp, 2009a: 195).  
That is to say, creatura underlies pleroma, rather than the other way round as Cashman 
 ? ? ? ? ? )ĂƐƐƵŵĞƐ ?,ŽĨĨŵĞǇĞƌƉĂƌĂƉŚƌĂƐĞƐĂƐŚŵĂŶ ?ƐĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞŽĨĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐƚŚĞ
                                                          
ŵĂƚŚĞŵĂƚŝĐĂůƌƵůĞƐ ? ?,ĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐƚŚĞ “ƉƌŝŵĂůƐƚƵĨĨ ?Žf the universe as neither materialistic matter, not 
ŝĚĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐŵŝŶĚ ?ďƵƚ “ŵŝŶĚ ?ŵĂƚƚĞƌ ? ?ŽƌŵŽƌĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞůǇ ?ŚĞĂƌŐƵĞƐ ? “ŵŝŶĚ ?ŵĂƚŚ ?ĨŽƌƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƌĞĂƐŽŶ
(2009a: 286). 
23 Roger Penrose & Stuart Hameroff describe quantum processes in the human brain as beinŐ “ŽƌĐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ?
(2014: 54), though I would suggest that any organism that can sense and respond to its environment must 
orchestrate such processes to a certain extent.  Penrose & Hameroff imply as much when describing the 
manifestly intelligent behaviour of single cell organisms such as Physarum, which can escape mazes and solve 
problems and Paracemium, which can swim, find food and reproductive partners, learn, remember, and mate 
(2014: 41).  Furthermore, I resist any interpretation of this as entailing that mind, consciousness, or experience 
ďĞĚĞĞŵĞĚƐƉĂƚŝĂůůǇ ‘ŝŶ ?ƚŚĞďƌĂŝŶ ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ƚŚĞŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵŵĂŶĞŶĐĞƚŚĞƐŝƐƉŽƐŝƚĞĚŚĞƌĞƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
ĂďŽǀĞƚƌŝĂĚĂƌĞŽŵŶŝƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?ƐŽĂƌĞ ‘ŝŶ ?ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŶŽƚũƵƐƚďƌĂŝŶƐ ?^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ?ƚŚĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ?ŵŝŶĚůŝŬe basis 
of the universe, from which the triad spring, is nonempirical (Schäfer, 2008) and nonlocal (Nadeau & Kafatos, 
2001), rendering specific spatial coordinates inappropriate and ultimately impossible, since the nonempirical 
ceases to exist when observed (Schäfer, 2008: 331).  Thirdly, all mental processes involving organisms 
participate in an environment, which forms an intrinsic, inalienable element of the process in question.  
24 This points to the distinct parallels that obtain between quantum theory and both Eastern metaphysics (see 
Nadeau & Kafatos, 2001: 191 W ? ? ? )ĂŶĚtŚŝƚĞŚĞĂĚ ?ƐƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ?ƐĞĞWĞŶƌŽƐĞ ?,ĂŵĞƌŽĨĨ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? W72 and 
Stapp, 2011: 85 W98). 
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ůĂƚƚĞƌ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂƐƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ “ĐƌĞĂƚƵƌĂĂůůƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?dŚŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵĐŽƵůĚ
perhaps also be levelled at the above arguments, though I contend that this would be in 
error.  Pleroma is brought into being by the inter-, or one could say intra-, action of 
creatura.  In the observable and observed universe, matter and mind exist in profound 
ŝŶƚĞƌĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƌĞĂůŝƚǇĐĂŶďĞƐƚďĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ “ƉƐǇĐŚŽƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů ? ?^ƚĂƉƉ ?
2009a: 93).  
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚǁĞĂƌĞĂůůƉĂƌƚŽf Mind hints at the dissolution 
of the subjective-objective boundary; the quantum perspective fully effects this move, 
grounding it in the most complete scientific picture of the universe yet achieved.  A 
 “ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇŶŽŶĐůĂƐƐŝĐĂů ? ?EĂĚĞĂƵ ?<ĂĨĂƚŽƐ ? ? ? ? ? P63) part-whole relationship is disclosed, 
such that wholes are strictly nonreducible to their parts.  Importantly, this would apply to 
mentality in the sense that experience cannot be reduced to any number of proto-conscious 
quantum events; it is emergent in the sense of manifesting qualitative novelty within the 
system from which it arises (Corning, 2012: 305).  We know that we perceive and interact 
with the objective world because we participate in its becoming at every instant; it is in our 
subjective suďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĞ ?ƐŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐƵďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐŝƚƐĞůĨ
subjectively.  However, this subjective-reflexive perception always-already incurs the 
determination of potentiality.  Therefore, we can only conceive of the human-observer-
independent nature of things by entertaining their possibilities, which is central both to 
ŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂŶĚŵǇŽǁŶ ?dŚŝƐůĂƐƚƉŽŝŶƚĂůƐŽƌĞǀĞĂůƐ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ “ƚŚĞ
ŚƵŵĂŶ QŝƐĂďƐŽůƵƚĞŽŶůǇŝŶƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŝŶĂƉƌŽĨŽƵŶĚŶĞǁůŝŐŚƚ ?/ŶƚŚŝƐ way, the 
ambiguity of play(fulness) can be seen as a philosophical phenomenon. 
 
[Back to 4.3.2 footnote 39] 
[Back to 4.4 footnote 46] 
[Back to 7.3.1 footnote 14] 
[Back to A4.1 page 257] 





A5.1: The Ludic Menu 
 
The Ludic Menu 
 
Everyday Adventure Playground 
Bag of Tricks 
UnstuntTM 






[Back to 5.4.4.2 footnote 49] 
 
A5.2: Problematising the Problematic McLuhan 
 
dŚĞƐĞǀŝĚĞŽƐƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝƐĞDĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?ƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂůŶŽƚŝŽŶŽĨ “,ŽƚĂŶĚŽůĚ ?ŵĞĚŝĂ
([1964] 1994: 22).  In short, according to McLuhan, the more information carried by a 
ŵĞĚŝƵŵŝŶĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƐĞŶƐŽƌǇŵŽĚĂůŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ŚŽƚƚĞƌ ?ƚŚĞŵĞĚŝƵŵ ?/ŶDĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?ƐƚĞƌŵƐ ?
Perplexpedition ǀŝĚĞŽƐĂƌĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨ “ŚŽƚ ?ŵĞĚŝĂ ?ĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŽŽƚĂŐĞŝƚƐĞůĨŝƐŚŝŐŚ-definition, 
ƚŽǁŚŝĐŚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂĚĚĞĚďǇǁĂǇŽĨƚŚĞƚŝƚůĞƐ ?ĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐĂǁŽƌŬƚŚĂƚŝƐ “well filled 
ǁŝƚŚĚĂƚĂ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ? For McLuhan,  “ ?, )ŽƚŵĞĚŝĂĂƌĞ QůŽǁŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚĐŽŽůŵĞĚŝĂĂƌĞ
ŚŝŐŚŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŽƌĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶďǇƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ?), which supports my assertion 
that watching video is a passive activity in comparison to reading text, since video contains 
more information.  I have argued that the playfully ambiguous nature of the titles and the 
speed of editing invite a high degree of participation and completion on the part of the 
ǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁŽƵůĚĂƐƐŝŐŶƚŚĞǀŝĚĞŽƐĂ ‘ĐŽŽů ?ůĂďĞůĂŶĚĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚƚŚĞŝƌĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶĂƐ ‘ŚŽƚ ? ? 
ƌŝƚŝĐŝƐŵŽĨDĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?ƐŵĞĚŝĂƚŚĞŽƌǇŝƐƉůĞŶƚŝĨƵů ?ŝŶĨĂĐƚ ?DĞƌƌŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƐƚŚĂƚ
his work generally was always deemed suspicious by the academic community during his 
career, although Merrin also notes a revival at the time of his article.  Recent work on, or 
referencing, McLuhan has focused on the internet and digital media; the arena for which my 
videos have been created.  Levinson (1999) concludes that coolness dominates in digital 
media which combine hot and cold elements, whilst Havick (2000) asserts that the internet 
ŝƐŚŽƚ ?,ĂǀŝĐŬ ?ƐĐůĂŝŵƐĞĞŵƐŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚůǇĨĂůƐĞ ?ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĂ ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĞƚŐĂǀĞďŝƌƚŚƚŽĂnd 
ŚŽƵƐĞƐƚŚĞŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚůǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇǁŽƌůĚŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůŵĞĚŝĂ ?/ĂůƐŽĨŝŶĚ>ĞǀŝŶƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽ
discern the true temperature of hybrid digital media somewhat misguided.  For me, the 
effectiveness of the internet (and also my video method) obtains precisely because it holds 
in tension its hot and cold elements.  The digital revolution has afforded the creation of 
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ŵĞĚŝĂǁŚŝĐŚďŽƚŚĂďƐŽƌďƚŚŽƐĞǁŚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵƚŽƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚŽĨ “ŚǇƉŶŽƐŝƐ ? ?ǁŚŝůƐƚ
also offering such a high degree of participation as to risk ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ “ŚĂůůƵĐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?
(McLuhan, 1994: 32).  (The concept of hypnosis will likely be familiar to anyone who has lost 
many an hour to YouTube; additionally, the energetic outpourings that are characteristic of 
much social media activity could be described as hallucinatory in their portrayals of reality.)   
/ŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇŵĞĚŝĂĞĐŽůŽŐǇ ?ŝƚƐĞĞŵƐŶƚŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
DĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?ƐĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĂƚŝǀĞ ‘ŚŽƚƚĞƌƚŚĂŶ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĐŽŽůĞƌƚŚĂŶ ?ŝƐŵŽƌĞ
appropriate than the rigidity of the original.  Nonetheless, I see my media works, which are 
simultaneously dense with information (hot) and, to a certain extent, participatory (cool), as 
ĂƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨDĐ>ƵŚĂŶ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƌǇĂŶĚƉŽƐƐŝďůǇĂůƐŽŶƚŽŶ ?ƐƌĞĨŽƌŵƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?
since the latter still retains a unilinear scale.  I argue that, in being both hot and cold, my 
videos do not end up luke warm, but rather are like getting into a bath that is so hot that the 
ǁĂƚĞƌĨĞĞůƐĐŽůĚŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐƐŬŝŶ ?ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞĂďƐŽƌďŝŶŐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌŵƵƐƚĂůƐŽǁŽƌŬƚŽ make 
meaning in participation with them. 
 
[Back to 5.4.4.3 footnote 51] 
 
A5.3: Perplexpedition Practice Review 
 
This work has a certain resonance with, though has not directly drawn on, street 
entertainment.  Where street entertainers will not fully begin until they have whipped up a 
large enough crowd, Perplexpedition aims to operate from within the crowd and 
problematise the dichotomy between performer and audience.  Furthermore, since this 
project grew out of an interest in walking as an aesthetic practice, a key mode of which is 
the walking tour, and especially because the form has been developed and deployed in 





A5.3.1: Phil Smith & Simon Persighetti ² A Tour of Sardine Street (Sardine 
Street), Exeter (9th, 10th, 15th, and 16th July, 2010) 
 
This was a satellite Wrights & Sites project, an object-focused mis-guided tour (c.f. Hodge et 
al., 2006) with processional components, that ĨŽƌŵĞĚƉĂƌƚŽĨ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?Đ )WŚĂŶĚ
would later lead to his development of  “ŽƵŶƚĞƌ-dŽƵƌŝƐŵ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĨŽĐƵƐĞƐŽŶĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐ
performative tactics for reimagining heritage sites (2012a, 2012b  W see A5.3.4 below).  
Smith and Persighetti (S&P) devised Sardine Street by conducting regular performative 
research walks along Queen Street, Exeter, simultaneously participating in and observing 
the everyday life of the street (Smith, 2012c: 169 W ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƉĂŝƌ ?ƐĚǇŶĂŵŝĐŵŽĚĞl of 
participation and observation was conducted fortnightly or monthly, sometimes with invited 
guests or spontaneous participants.  Spontaneity of perficipation was absolutely key to the 
development of Perplexpedition; however, regular contact with a particular environment 
was not, as Perplexpedition developed towards the rooted placelessness and site-non-
specificity of the Ludic Menu.  Where Sardine Street had a protracted (albeit performative) 
exploratory element leading to a performance product, Perplexpedition is an ongoing 
process of performance and development.  Furthermore, Perplexpedition engaged people 
directly with invitations to perficipate from the outset. 
 The everyday objects S&P gathered throughout Sardine Street ?ƐĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŽƌǇƐƚĂŐĞ ?
such as  “ĂĚƌŽƉƉĞĚŚĞĂĚďĂŶĚ ?ĂŶĚ ?ĚŝƐĐĂƌĚĞĚƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐůŝƐƚƐ ? ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? )ǁĞƌĞ
ĐĂƌƌŝĞĚĂƐĂ “ďƵƌĚĞŶŽĨƉŝůŐƌŝŵĂŐĞ ?ďǇƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?/ƚ
is interesting that Smith uses the term audience here as it shows that, despite his turn 
towards dissemination having begun to gestate as early as 2007 (ibid: 170 W171), before S&P 
even began to explore Queen Street, his attitude still tended towards an 
audience/performer dichotomy throughout the Sardine Street process.  This is all the more 
ƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ “ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ǁĞƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐďǇ
way of their burden and other acts.  As my research began to develop a broader conception 
of environment, objects started to feature more frequently in the ideas generated, such as 
ƚŚĞĂŐŽĨdƌŝĐŬƐĂŶĚtŚĞƌĞ ?ƐDǇĂƚĚŝƐŚĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ>ƵĚŝĐDĞŶƵ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĐĂƌĞǁĂƐĂůǁĂǇƐ
taken to ensure that objects were used so as to instigate interaction with the environment 
in some way, as opposed to drawing focus and attention purely onto themselves. 
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 With or without objects, S&P practised what I would define as a ludic ecology within 
the Sardine Street ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ ?ŶŽƚůĞĂƐƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽŶĞŽĨ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉĂŶĞůŵĞŵďĞƌƐ
described their personas, of Crabman and Signpost respectiveůǇ ?ĂƐ “ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶĂůůǇƉůĂǇĨƵů ?
(in Smith, 2012c: 175).  Yet, playfulness alone is not sufficient for the enactment of a ludic 
ecology.  Notably, S&P engaged the environment in terms of the three ludic aspects I have 
identified.  Even in the early stages, the pair were encouraging initial guests to interact in 
ludic fashion with the physical environment:  
 ?ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐ ?ƉĂǀĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŽďŽŽŬƐŚĞůǀĞƐĂŶĚŚŽƉƐĐŽƚĐŚƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ Q ?ĐŝƌĐƵŵĂŵďƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ?
ĂŶĚ ?ĐůĂŵďĞƌŝŶŐ ?ŽŶƚŽƚŚĞDŝůĞƐůŽĐŬdŽǁĞƌƌŽƵŶĚĂďŽƵƚ Q?ĚĞƐĐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ?ƐƚĞƉs to 
view the road from a lower level, [walking] in a serpentine line through concrete 
bollards 
the social environment: 
 ?ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ĂƌůŝŶŐ^ƉĞĐŝĂůƌĞǁ ?ĚĞĨǇŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶƐŝŐŶ ) Q ?ƌƵŶŶŝŶŐ ?ŝŶŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ
of a local military parcours club 
and the conceptual environment: 
a zebra crossing was made into an alchemical pattern: 
([Crab Man] [L]eads the walkers across the zebra crossing.)  
Signpost: Nigredo / Albedo / Nigredo / Albedo / Nigredo / Albedo / Nigredo / 
Albedo.  
(Smith, 2012c: 173 W174) 
However, the pair decided, following further reflection and responses from guests, 
that Sardine Street required a more coherent structure.  Therefore, Smith composed a 
ŵǇƚŚŽŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŶƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨĂ “ůŝŵŝƚĞĚŵǇƚŚ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? )ďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞ
biographies of two ĐŽůŽƵƌĨƵůŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐĨƌŽŵĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉĞƌŝŽĚƐŽĨƚŚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ?
There is no necessity for any overarching structure to Perplexpedition, since, unlike the 
mythogeographical approach, a ludic ecology is not predicated on the formation of meaning 
and narrative.  The events, episodes, and enactments in Perplexpedition have been designed 
and developed to contain standalone tactics, or their seedlings, which perficipants are 
encouraged to take ownership of and use as material or inspiration to generate their own 
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along similar lines.  In this sense, the 4P methodology acts as a catalyst and provides the 
initial material for the ongoing growth of a ludic ecology. 
 
A5.3.2: Anna Townley & Lawrence Bradby ² Conversations After Dark, 
Cambridge (25th October, 2009) 
 
Commissioned by the Nightjar festival of nocturnal art, the main body of this walk was 
repeated (including all activities and conversations that had occurred during that time) 
when the hour of 2am (and the end of) British Summer Time was reached and the clocks 
went back to 1am Greenwich Mean Time.  Townley & Bradby (T&B) had devised what they 
refer to variously as a script and a musical score structured around 24 specific stopping 
points on the route (15 separate locations, as some were visited twice).  Each point had an 
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƚŽďĞĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŽƵƚĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽƚĂƉŝŶƚŽƚŚĞ “ŶŽĐƚƵƌŶĂů ?ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ? ? ?d ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? )ŽĨ
the location, or an extract to be read from a conversation with a night-time inhabitant 
whom T&B had encountered during their preliminary research walks.  The project had two 
key themes of exploration: night-time employment and the way in which the passage of 
time is experienced.  The former is narrow and specific in comparison to the latter, which is 
abstract to a similar degree to the theme of půĂǇ ?ĨƵůŶĞƐƐ )ĞǆƉůŽƌĞĚŚĞƌĞ ?d ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
subsequent article documents the work, yet also lists requisite equipment not mentioned at 
the stopping points described: 
for illuminating a fire escape: 
cigarette lighters ×15 
 
to give to participants at 1 a.m.: 
shiny £1 coins ×30 
 
for the picnic in the marketplace: 
table cloth ×2 
market clips ×8 









ĨŽƌƚŚĞŐĂŵĞůĂŶďǇ^ƚŶĚƌĞǁ ?ƐŚƵƌĐŚ P 
bike bells ×15 
 
for the multi-storey car park: 
whistle 
football practice cones ×6 
tennis balls ×15 
(T&B, 2012: 77) 
dŚŽƵŐŚƚĂŶƚĂůŝƐŝŶŐ ?ĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨd ? ?ƐŝŶĐŚŽĂƚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĞƉůĂǇĨƵůĂŶĚ
participatory nature of the walk is evident from the choice of objects and scraps of 
description of the activities to be performed.  Disparity of scale is often the way in which 
play(fulness) can be discerned in the above: cigarette lighters are obviously inadequate to 
fully illuminate a fire escape (even 15 of them) and bike bells being used to create Gamelan 
music would likely give an impression of giants using human-sized instruments.  Although 
ŶŽƚƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽďǇd ? ?ƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚůŝŬĞůǇŚĂǀĞƚŚĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŽĨĂůƚĞƌŝŶŐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƐƉĂƚŝĂů
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƉŝĞĐĞ ?ƐƐƚĂƚĞĚĂŝŵŽĨĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
Disparity of scale is also present in Perplexpedition ?Ɛ tŚĞƌĞ ?ƐDǇĂƚ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
makes use of a small, plastic lion.1 
The content of Conversations After Dark is more popular in nature than the 
considerably theorised work of S&P, is rooted in the present, and is less geared towards 
political resistance, in contrast with the mythogeographical approach (Smith, 2011: 266).  
dŚĞ “ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐŝŶŐĂŶĚĞŶĐŚĂŶƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇ ? ?^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? )ŝƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶďŽƚŚ
^ ?W ?ƐĂŶĚd ? ?ƐǁŽƌŬĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŚĞƌĞ ?ǇĞƚ with S&P there is always a pull towards narrative 
lyricism and meaning-making, whereas T&B seem content to present the stories of those 
                                                          
1 See http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/finding-fufu/  
 321 
 
with whom they conversed as verbatim excerpts and engage in activities with their 
participants without the need for thematic context.  In this way, Conversations After Dark 
operates in a way more closely allied to the approach taken in Perplexpedition.   
Although it forms an entire walk, and a coherent artwork, the distinctly episodic 
form results in a piece in which each stopping point has a self-contained logic, much like the 
individual elements of Perplexpedition.  Furthermore, the objects used by T&B are decidedly 
mundane and lend themselves to action more readily than those employed by S&P.  
Football practice cones and tennis balls, for example, have very little significance other than 
when practically interacted with, but the purple cloth and engraving depicting a scene from 
ǆĞƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŚŽůĞƌĂĞƉŝĚĞŵŝĐŽĨ ? ? ? ?ƵƐĞĚŝŶ^ ?W ?Ɛater Walk have greater inherent symbolic 
resonances (see Smith, 2012c: 204 W ? ? ? ) ?^ ?W ?ƐĐŚŽƐĞŶŽďũĞĐƚƐĂůƐŽůĂĐŬƚŚĞĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ
practical and kinetic affordances of those selected by T&B.  This project tends towards 
objects whose affordances are overtly practical and are either inherently ludic (such as 
bouncy balls) or can readily be deployed in ludic fashion (such as chalk).  It does not avoid 
those with direct symbolism or semiotic resonance, yet often divorces these from their 
original or normative context so as to privilege their ludic affordances.   
The last point to mention, which simultaneously cements Conversations After Dark ?Ɛ
closeness to Perplexpedition, but also reflects the difference in approach, returns to the 
subject of structure and participation.  Like the tactics, activities, and behaviours of 
Perplexpedition ?d ?ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚƚŚĞŝƌƐĐƌŝƉƚĂƐ “ŶŽƚƉƌĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝǀĞďƵƚƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝǀĞ ? ?d ? ? ? ? ? ? P
78).  Their approach to interaction with participants also displays a similarity to the 
character of Perplexpedition as T&B seldom addressed the group en masse, but rather 
chatted, discussed, and observed together, in collegiate fashion, constituting the work in 
their dialogic interactions.  However, where this project and theirs differs is that T&B do not 
view Conversations After Dark as a performance (ibid); instead, I view myself and all those 





A5.3.3: Tim Brennan ² Manoeuvres, various (1993 ² present) 
 
Brennan describes his Manoeuvres ĂƐ “ĚŝƐĐƵƌƐŝǀĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ ?ƚŚĂƚƚĂŬĞƉĂrticipant 
walkers on pre-determined routes through an urban, rural, or domestic landscape, 
ƉƵŶĐƚƵĂƚĞĚďǇ “ƌĞĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ QƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƌĞŶŶĂŶƌĞĂĚƐƉƌĞ-selected and sequenced 
ƋƵŽƚĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŚŝĐŚŚĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐĨŽƌŵŝŶŐŚŝƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽ “ƐŝŐŶƐ ?ƚŚĂƚĂƉƉĞĂƌĚƵring the 
research process (Brennan, 2010: 80).  Where Brennan finds signs that evoke historical or 
cultural resonances, Perplexpedition seeks out ludic affordances.  Manoeuvres seek to de-
ĐĞŶƚƌĂůŝƐĞƚŚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƐďŽĚǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂŵŽŶƚĂŐĞ-like structure with participants taking 
an active role, sometimes reading texts and offering responses, whilst the particular text 
ĂŶĚůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞĂĐŚƌĞĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĐƌĞĂƚĞĚŝĂůŽŐŝĐĂůŝŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ĚŝƐĐƌĞƚĞŽďũĞĐƚƐ
of inspection (monads) along a traversed (nomadic )ůŝŶĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚǇǁŝƚŚ
Perplexpedition ŚĞƌĞ ?ŝŶƌĞŶŶĂŶ ?ƐďƌŝŶŐŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŶŽ
explicit links are intended between the discrete episodes of Perplexpedition.  The clearest 
parallel, however, lies in the active and agentive role of the participant walkers within 
Manoeuvres.   
In his piece Luddite Manoeuvre  ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƌĞŶŶĂŶƌĞĂĚ “ĂŶŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞ
ƚĞƌŵ ‘ƉĂƌůŝĂŵĞŶƚ ? ?ƚŚĞ/ĐĞůĂŶĚŝĐ ‘dŝŶŐ ? )ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞƚŽǁŶ ?Ɛ ‘/ĐĞůĂŶĚ ? ?ƐƵƉĞƌŵĂƌŬĞƚ )ĂŶĚ
former site ŽĨƚŚĞ>ƵĚĚŝƚĞ ‘ũŽď ? ? ?ŝďŝĚ ) ?ƚŚƵƐǁĞĂǀŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŵƵůƚŝƉůĞƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ?ƐƉĂƚŝĂů ?ĂŶĚ
cultural references in one performative act.  This exemplifies the conceptual playfulness of 
Manoeuvres; however, this is only one of the three levels on which Perplexpedition ?Ɛ
playfulness operates.  Furthermore, Perplexpedition largely eschews text in favour of direct 
action.  Text demands interpretation, which, in turn, requires intellectual engagement, 
whereas this project prioritises an embodied experience of the ludic. 
 
A5.3.4: Phil Smith ² Counter Tourism, various (2012 ² present) 
 
The 4P methodology is specifically designed to provide perficipants with tactics for the 
ongoing development and implementation of their own ludic behaviours, without which 




dŽƵƌŝƐŵ ? ? ? ? ? ?Ă ? ? ? ? ?ď ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚďĞŐĂŶĂƐĂŶĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽĚŝƐƌƵƉƚǁŚĂƚŚĞƐĂǁĂƐƚŚĞ “ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ
and unrĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŽĨǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐƚŽŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞƚŽƵƌŝƐŵƐŝƚĞƐďƵƚďĞĐĂŵĞŽƐƚĞŶƐŝďůǇĂ
ƉĞĚĂŐŽŐŝĐĂůĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞĚƵĞƚŽ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŐƌŽǁŝŶŐĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƚŽƵƌŝƐƚĂŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚƚŚĞ
affordances present within such sites (Smith, 2013: 102).  Counter-Tourism is a playful 
practice, as the ironic linguistic association with counter-terrorism indicates, and this 
ƉůĂǇĨƵůŶĞƐƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞƐ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŚĞŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐĞƐƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ
ĂƐďĞŝŶŐ “ĂůůĂďŽƵƚƚƌŝƉƉŝŶŐǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨƵƉǁŝƚŚƉůĞĂƐƵƌĞĂŶĚĨĂůůŝŶŐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞƌĂďďŝƚŚŽůĞ ?
(Smith, 2012b: 5) where one may discover that which is concealed or ignored by the 
heritage industry.   
The present project does not presuppose an active concealment of ludic affordances 
by those responsible for the structure and management of environments, as counter-
tourism does, but I do seek to expose those that have gone unnoticed.  Furthermore, my 
practice aims to promote a critical awareness that notices when environmental structure or 
management has resulted in a dearth of or resistance to ludic opportunities.  The 
pedagogical imperative here is to shift and expand environmental perceptions so as to 
increase awareness of ludic affordances and ways to orchestrate them.  However, it is by no 
means a dictatorial exercise; the pedagogy is a dialogic one (cf. Freire, 1972).  I have learned 
new tactics and developed existing ones through direct engagement with participants 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ ?/ďƵŝůĚƵƉŽŶ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŵŽǀĞĨƌŽŵĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶƚŽĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŚĂǀŝŶŐďĞŐƵŶƚŚĞ
construction of my tripartite 4P model with this in mind.  For this reason, the tertiary stage 
of Perplexpedition comprises disseminatory videos and the Wandercast podcast is freely 
available, along with other materials, from the project website.   
 
[Back to A5.3.1 page 273] 
 
A5.3.5: Further Practical Parallels 
 
Other examples of practices which resonate with Perplexpedition include: 
Doung Anwar Jahangeer  W City Walks, South Africa (2000  W present; see Simbao, 2013: 408 
and DALA, n.d.: [online]); 
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Gail Burton, Serena Korda & Clare Qualmann  W Walk Walk Walk, East London (2005  W 2010; 
see Burton, Korda & Qualmann, 2010: [online]); and 
Lottie Child  W Street Training, various (2007  W present; see Street Training, n.d.: [online]).  
Since Street Training features practical tactics similar to those of Perplexpedition, and since I 
could find no literature that addresses this practice, I attempted to contact Child multiple 
times, but received no reply. 
 
[Back to 1.2.1 footnote 11] 
[Back to 1.6 footnote 41] 
[Back to 8.1 footnote 2] 





A6.1: Selected Performative Audio Works 
 
And While London Burns, Platform (2007  W present) 
Operatic thriller in the form of an audiowalk. 
Perficipants: 1 
Site-specific: City of London 
andwhilelondonburns.com (download available) 
 
Guide To Getting Lost, Jennie Savage (2010  W present) 
Instruction-based audiowalk incorporating aural overlay of field-recordings. 
Perficipants: 1 
Site-non-specific 
www.jenniesavage.co.uk/ (no download, but hosted on Soundcloud) 
 
Linked, Graeme Miller (2003  W present) 
Analogue radio audiowalk in the form of a treasure trail. 
Perficipants: 1 
Site-specific: Route of the M11 link road 
www.linkedm11.net/ (no download, but facilitated by Artsadmin) 
 
Memory Points, Platform 4 (2012  W 2015) 
WĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇƉƌŽŵĞŶĂĚĞƚŚĞĂƚƌĞƉŝĞĐĞĚĞĂůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚůǌŚĞŝŵĞƌ ?Ɛ ? 
Perficipants: up to 6 
Site-specific: various performance venues 
www.platform4.org/ (no download) 
 
Remote X, Rimini Protokoll (2016) 
Instruction-based, responsive, cinematic audiowalk, which develops in each new city. 
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Perficipants: up to 50 
Site-specific: various major cities 
www.rimini-protokoll.de/ (no download) 
 
The Quiet Volume, Ant Hampton & Tim Etchells (2010  W present) 
Instruction-based exploration into the act of reading. 
Perficipants: 2 
Site-specific: various libraries 
www.anthampton.com/ (no download) 
 
Walking Stories, Charlotte Spencer Projects (2013  W present) 
Choreographic audiowalk designed for green open spaces. 
Perficipants: up to 22 
Semi-site-specific: parks 
charlottespencerprojects.org/projects/walking-stories/ (no download) 
 
Wondermart, Silvia Mercuriali & Matt Rudkin (2009  W present) 
Instruction-based investigation into the supermarket environment. 
Perficipants: 2 
Semi-site-specific: supermarkets 
silviamercuriali.com/ (no download) 
 
[Back to 1.2.1 footnote 11] 
[Back to 6.2 page 163] 
[Back to 6.3.3 page 169] 
[Back to 6.4.5 page 181]  
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A6.2: Wandercast Feedback Questionnaire Responses 
 
















A7.0: S-ZERO Breakdown of Sections 
 
The timecodes refer to specific moments from the workshop/performance, which you can 
see here http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/penryn-playfulness/ (PML\Spinstallation Video\S-
ZERO Penryn Playfulness). 
The sections of S-Zero were as follows: 
x The Flight Path (00:20), within which we jumped diagonally up a few steps in a way 
that would become the Kerb Hop of Wandercast Ep.2 (00:47), engaged in the 
quintessential ludic activity of vaulting bollards (02:27), and leaped across a concrete 
chasm (04:30); 
x (The next section was aborted due to time restrictions and [understandable] 
perficipant reticence.  This was to use a bike rack as a climbing frame in a way that 
prefigured the Everyday Adventure Playground dish on the Ludic Menu and the 
Swing King of Wandercast Ep.2 [07:24].  Nonetheless, one perficipant does do a little 
Swing King [08:00];) 
x The Rubber Biscuit Barrel (07:50), where we bounced high-power bouncy balls on 
the uneven surface of a car park, scurrying after them as they shot off unpredictably.  
The Rubber Biscuit Barrel ended up in the Bag of Tricks dish on the Ludic Menu and 
was chosen by Spinstallation #14 perficipants (PML\Perplexpedition Video\#14); 
x The Sky Gazing Salon (11:46), in which two lucky volunteers experienced the 
perceptual disorientation of sitting as if on a chair but rotated backwards through 
90ȗ, facing up to the sky rather than forwards.  Sky Gazing is the activity in 
Perplexpedition #4 (http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/skygazing/ or PML\Perplexpedition 
Video\#4 SkyGazing);  
x (The Missing Menagerie was also cut.  This would have been the world premiere of 
 ‘tŚĞƌĞ ?ƐDǇĂƚ ? ? ?ĂŐĂŵĞŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐƐĞĞŬŽƵƚĂůŽƐƚĐĂƚƚŚĂƚ/ŚĂǀĞ
secreted somewhere.  Instead, the premiere took place during Perplexpedition #6 in 
St Albans on the 25th of April, 2015.  You can witness this occasion for yourself here 
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http://ludicrouspilgrim.co.uk/finding-fufu/ [PML\Perplexpedition Video\#6 Finding 
FuFu]). 
 
[Back to 7.2 footnote 7]  
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A7.2: S2 Tasks1 
 
Playfulness Tasks: 
You have a set amount of time (however long Captain Ludicrous tells you) to complete the following 
three playfulness tasks ŝŶƉĂŝƌƐ ?WůĞĂƐĞƌĞĂĚƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐ ?ƐŽǇŽƵŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚ ?ƐĐŽŵŝŶŐƵƉĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ
can start to view and interact with your environment in ways that might facilitate the tasks below; 
ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĚŽŶ ?ƚƐƚĂƌƚĚŽŝŶŐƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐƌŝŐŚƚĂǁĂǇ ?ĞŐŝŶďǇĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĐĂŵƉƵs with your partner, 
allowing your attention to be caught by and drawn to things, and start to engage with your 
environment in a way that you might not normally if you were just bustling from A to B on the regs.  
ŽŶ ?ƚĨŽƌĐĞĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ũƵƐƚƌĞůĂǆǁŚŝůƐƚŵĂŝntaining awareness and see this place as if for the first 
ƚŝŵĞ ?tĂŶĚĞƌĂďŽƵƚ ?&ĞĞůĨƌĞĞƚŽƌƵŶ ?ďƵƚĚŽŶ ?ƚůŽƐĞǇ ƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?DĂǇďĞĂůůŽǁǇŽƵƌƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů
interactions with the environment to begin to deviate from what you would do normally.  Play 
around, bĂƐŝĐĂůůǇ ?ŽŶ ?ƚƌƵƐŚ ?ďƵƚĚŽůĞĂǀĞĞŶŽƵŐŚƚŝŵĞƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐ ? 
x Location: Inside or Outside 
DĂŬĞĂ ? ?ƐĞĐŽŶĚǀŝĚĞŽŽĨǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨŝŐƵƌĞĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŽďũĞĐƚŽƌƐƉĂĐĞĂŶĚ
(as the figure) describing their experience of that object or space.  Essentially, the figure will 
ďĞĐŚĂƚƚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐĂƐƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐŝƚ 
x Location: Outside 
Make a 30 second video of your partner interacting with an object, or an aspect or element 
of the environment in an unusual way (they can also interĂĐƚǁŝƚŚǇŽƵ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞ
to; if they do, then interact as necessary) 
x Location: Outside 
Make a 30 second video of your partner providing a commentary to camera on the 
immediate environment and the creatures within it so as to playfully reimagine that 
environment.  Possible approaches include: a David Attenborough-style nature 
documentary, a high-or-low-octane sports commentary (e.g. a classic FA Cup match or lawn 
bowls respectively), a tour guide.  Let your imaginations run wild! 
Remember, being camerawoman is also a creative role.  Feel free to make decisions about how best 
to present what your partner is doing.  You are co-creating each video together.  Try not to overthink 
anything and, instead, incorporate each other as partners. 
Most of all: HAVE FUN! 
                                                          
1 These were printed out and given to perficipants immediately prior to embarking on the main task. 
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[Back to 7.4.1 footnote 25] 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 42] 
 
A7.3: S3 Tasks2 
 
Playfulness Tasks: 
Captain Ludicrous, you will join in the tasks 
The tasks can be done in any order 
Captain Ludicrous, give out the Ludic Contact Lenses once the Recruits have made their 
figures.  Make sure they put the contact lenses in 
Captain Ludicrous, model each task during the Ludic Acclimatisation 
The Ludic Area is from Studio Alta to the Park ?ǆƉůŽƌĞǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵůŝŬĞďƵƚĚŽŶ ?ƚŐŽƚŽŽ
ĨĂƌ ? 
 
We will begin by exploring together: allow your attention to be caught by and drawn to 
things, and start to engage with your environment in a way that you might not normally if 
you were going to work or someƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŽŶ ?ƚĨŽƌĐĞĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ũƵƐƚƌĞůĂǆǁŚŝůƐƚŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŝŶŐ
ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐĂŶĚƐĞĞƚŚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĂƐŝĨĨŽƌƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƚŝŵĞ ?/ĨƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƚŝŵĞǇŽƵ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŚĞƌĞ ?
ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŝƚ ?ƐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌůĚ ?tĂŶĚĞƌĂďŽƵƚ ?&ĞĞůĨƌĞĞƚŽƌƵŶ ?ďƵƚĚŽŶ ?ƚůŽƐĞǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?
Maybe allow your physical interactions with the environment to begin to deviate from what 
you would do normally.  Play around, basically.  
We are surrounded by activity: businesses being busy, artists making stuff, exhibitions 
exhibiting themselves, animals in captivity, and nature doing its thing.  How might you 
playfully interact with this environment? 
                                                          
2 This mainly represent notes, according to which I structured my perfilitation.  I hand-wrote the Tasks 
themselves, along with a bit of context, on the back of a Keri Smith postcard, the front of which depict ludic 
ƚĂƐŬƐŽĨ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĚĞǀŝƐŝŶŐ ?ƐĞĞ^ŵŝƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŽŶĞĨŽƌĞĂĐŚƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚ ? 
 333 
 
ŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?ũƵƐƚůĞƚŝƚŚĂƉƉĞŶ ?ũƵƐƚĚŽŝƚ ? 
We are surrounded by transport: cars, trams, trains, planes overhead.  How might you travel 
playfully in this environment?  
In order to find out, two of the tasks involve travelling.  This can be fast or slow, over a long 
distance or short. 
Remember, being camerawoman is also a creative role.  Feel free to make decisions about 
how best to present what your partner is doing.  You are co-creating each video together.  
Try not to overthink anything and, instead, incorporate each other as partners. 
ŽŶ ?ƚƌƵƐŚ ?ďƵƚĚŽůĞĂǀĞĞŶŽƵŐŚƚŝŵĞƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƚŚĞƚĂƐŬƐ ? 
Most of all: HAVE FUN! 
You may complete the tasks in any order.  Please do them all outside Studio Alta. 
In each case, please make a 30 second video: 
x ŽĨǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨŝŐƵƌĞƚƌĂǀĞůůŝŶŐ ?zŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨŝŐƵƌĞƐŚŽƵůĚŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
environment and/or objects.  You should provide the soundtrack or commentary, or 
both. 
o /ĨŝŶƐŝĚĞ PǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨŝŐƵƌĞĞŶŐĂŐĞĚŝŶƐŽŵĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐ
interacting with the environment and/or object(s).  You should provide the 
soundtrack or commentary, or both. 
x of your partner travelling.  Your partner should interact with the environment and/or 
objects.  You should provide the soundtrack or commentary, or both. 
o If inside: your partner engaged in some activity, which involves interacting 
with the environment and/or object(s).  You should provide the soundtrack 
or commentary, or both. 
x of your partner commentating to camera so as to playfully reimagine the 
environment.  E.g. nature documentary, sporting event, being a tour guide.  Your 
partner can choose whichever language they like. 
o If inside: your partner (or their figure) describing an object as if it has 
enormous historical significance. 
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[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 42] 
[Back to 7.5 footnote 36] 
 
A7.4: S4 Tasks3 
 
Playfulness Tasks: 
Please complete these ludic tasks on a return journey from the Grad School to your respective 
departments and back (if yours is on the Canterbury campus, that is). 
You could also give each other a ludic tour of your departments, and so begin to explore their playful 
potential.  If you are feeling bold, and it is safe and ethical to do so, you could undertake some of the 
tasks in your departments and could even make an extra video in there, documenting your 
expedition and discoveries. 
Think of yourselves as Ludic Ninjas.  People may well see you.  If they react, the best thing to do is 
incorporate them into your play.  Remember: you are doing something very worthwhile.  Own it.   
(Each video should last approx. 30secs.) 
x &ŝůŵǇŽƵƌƉĂƌƚŶĞƌ ?ƐĨŝŐƵƌĞĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŽďũĞĐƚŽƌspace and (as the figure) describing 
their experience of that object or space.  Essentially, the figure will be chatting about what 
ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐĂƐƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐŝƚ 
x Film your partner interacting with an object, or an aspect or element of the environment in 
ĂŶƵŶƵƐƵĂůǁĂǇ ?ƚŚĞǇĐĂŶĂůƐŽŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚǁŝƚŚǇŽƵ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽ ?ŝĨƚŚĞǇĚŽ ?ƚŚĞŶ
interact as necessary) 
x Film your partner providing a commentary to camera on the immediate environment and 
the creatures within it so as to playfully reimagine that environment.  Possible approaches 
include: a David Attenborough-style nature documentary, a high-or-low-octane sports 
commentary (e.g. a classic FA Cup match or lawn bowls respectively), a tour guide.  Let your 
imaginations run wild! 
Remember that these tasks are structures for you to creatively explore, just as you will be 
exploring the potential of the worldly structures you encounter. 
                                                          
3 These were printed out and given to perficipants immediately prior to embarking on the main task. 
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Also remember that being camerawo/man is a creative role.  Feel free to make decisions about how 
best to present what your partner is doing.  You are co-creating each video together.  Try not to 
overthink anything and, instead, incorporate each other as partners. 
Most of all: HAVE FUN! 
 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 42] 
[Back to 7.6 footnote 41] 
 
A7.5: S5 Tasks4 
 
Video-Documented Ludicrous Investigations: 
Your first LudiCo mission is one of audio-visual collaborative research.  Interaction is key. 
This is the exploration / data-gathering stage.  Prioritise inquisitiveness, interaction, and 
description. 
Please complete around three mini ethnographic studies per LudiCo member on a return journey 
from the Grad School to your respective departments and back (if yours is on the Canterbury 
campus, that is). 
You could also give each other a ludicrous tour of your departments, and so begin to explore their 
structures (material, social, and conceptual).  If you want a really good mark in the REF, and it is safe 
and ethical to do so, you could undertake some of the studies in your departments, making sure to 
document your expedition and discoveries. 
Think of yourselves as Ludic-Academic Ninjas.  People may well see you.  If they react, the best 
thing to do is incorporate them into your study.  Remember: you are doing something very 
worthwhile.  Own it.   
SUGGESTED STUDIES: (Each video-documented study should last at least 30secs.) 
                                                          
4 These were printed out and given to perficipants immediately prior to embarking on the main task. 
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x Your figures exploring a particular object or space and (as the figure) describing their 
experience of that object or space.  Essentially, ƚŚĞĨŝŐƵƌĞǁŝůůďĞĐŚĂƚƚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ
ĚŽŝŶŐĂƐƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐŝƚ ? 
x Interact with an object, each other, the camerawo/man, and / or an aspect or element of 
the environment, in an unusual way; 
x Provide a commentary to camera on the immediate environment and the creatures within it 
so as to playfully reimagine that environment.  Possible approaches include: a David 
Attenborough-style nature documentary, a high-or-low-octane sports commentary (e.g. a 
classic FA Cup match or lawn bowls respectively), a tour guide.  Let your imaginations run 
wild! 
 
Remember that the above studies are merely suggested structures for you to creatively explore, and 
improvise within, just as you will be exploring the potential of the worldly structures you encounter. 
Also remember that this is collaborative research and that being the camerawo/man is a creative 
role.  Remain ever-responsive and interact so as to work out how best to present what your 
partner(s) is doing.  Try not to overthink anything and, instead, incorporate each other as partners. 
 
Most of all: give yourself the licence to be LUDICROUS! 
 
[Back to 3.6.1.3 footnote 42] 
[Back to 7.7.1 footnote 60] 
 
A7.6: Spinstallation Practice Review 
 
The main part of this review pertains to my initial Spinstallation idea of creating a series of 
interactive installations from materials found in or native to the particular environment (see 
7.1).  After realising this iĚĞĂ ?ƐŝŵƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůŝƚǇ ?Spinstallation soon moved towards a 
play(fulness)/performance workshop more or less of my own making, which drew on 
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generic performance workshop forms as well as exercises from my associate lecturing at 
Kent.  These latter workshops bear little resemblance to extant performance practices. 
 >ŽƵŝƐĞŶŶtŝůƐŽŶĂŶĚZŽďĞƌƚtŝůƐŽŶ ?ŽŶůǇZŽďĞƌƚtŝůƐŽŶ ?ƐWalking [2012] 
production is of importance to this project) have created installation pieces across 
expansive environments populated by performers (in different senses of the word) that 
informed my initial idea.  However, Spinstallation is directly interactive and, therefore, 
participatory to a greater degree than the works discussed within the following subsections.   
 
A7.6.1: Louise Ann Wilson ² The Gathering / Yr Helfa, Snowdonia (2014) 
 
This was a commission from and a co-production with the National Theatre of Wales (NTW), 
which took the seasonal workings and life cycles of a Snowdonia hill farm as its material.  
The title refers to the gatŚĞƌŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƐŚĞĞƉĨƌŽŵ^ŶŽǁĚŽŶŝĂ ?ƐŚŝŐŚŐƌŽƵŶĚŝŶ^ĞƉƚĞŵďĞƌ ?
which is when the piece was performed.  Although Wilson defines those who experience her 
works as participants, the level of direct participation appears minimal.  Lyn Gardner and 
Laura Barnett of The Guardian, reviewing the piece as theatre and installation respectively, 
ďŽƚŚƵƐĞƚŚĞƚĞƌŵ “ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?'ĂƌĚŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ?ĂƌŶĞƚƚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶŶĞǁƐ
coverage also presents those who experienced the work more as audience than participants 
(BBC News, 2014).  To experience The Gathering in its entirety required the completion of a 
ƐŝǆŬŝůŽŵĞƚƌĞǁĂůŬǁŚŝĐŚĂƌŶĞƚƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂƐĂŐĂƚŚĞƌŝŶŐ “ŝŶƌĞǀĞƌƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?ĂƐ
the audience were herded in small flocks up the mountainside.  Is this enough to warrant 
their being termed participants?  Certainly, the audience are integral to the performance 
event, but surely this is true of all performance.  Playing their part in a reverse gathering, 
ƚŚĞzŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƐŚĞĞƉ ?ƐzĂŶŐ ?ǁŽƵůĚƉůĂĐĞƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞŝŶ the role of participants, but this 
ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŽďĞĂƌŶĞƚƚ ?ƐƌĂƚŚĞƌĂƐƚƵƚĞŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂƉƉĞĂƌŝŶ>tŽ ?ŶŽƌEdt ?
literature.   
Judging from the BBC video news coverage and production stills, I argue that the 
passive spectatorship seemingly demanded by the performances and installations strictly 
ůŝŵŝƚƐĂŶǇƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŽŶƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?dŚĞEdtĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐĐĂŶ
scarcely be distinguished from those one would find in a traditional theatre, save for the 
 338 
 
fact that they have a mountain for a backdrop and seem to be projecting for all they are 
worth.  This relates to the problem of theatricality in site-specific performance.  For 
ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐŽĨďŽƚŚƚŚĞĂƚƌŝĐĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌĐƌĞĂƚĞĚŵƵĐŚ “ƵŶŚĂƉƉŝŶĞƐƐĂŶĚ
ƵŶĞĂƐŝŶĞƐƐ ? ?m^ith, 2009a: 160) amongst the members of Wrights & Sites as they made the 
move towards walking after The Quay Thing (1998).  Indeed, Smith portrays his initial 
ĐůŝŶŐŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞĂƚƌŝĐĂůŝƚǇĂƐĂƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŽĨĂŶǆŝĞƚǇĂŶĚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐŚŽǁtƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?^ŝƚĞƐ ?ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ
praĐƚŝĐĞďĞŐĂŶĂƐĂŶ “ĂŶƚŝ-ƚŚĞĂƚƌŝĐĂůĂĐƚ ? ?ǇĞƚĂůƐŽŶŽƚĞƐŚŽǁƚŚĞŐƌŽƵƉůĂƚĞƌĐĂŵĞƚŽǀĂůƵĞ
the productive tension created as theatrical elements re-emerged within their peripatetic 
work (Smith, 2009c: 81 W82).  There seems to be no such critical awareness in The Gathering.  
Although my project is site-non-specific, I have sought to maintain a critical awareness of 
theatricality throughout (see, for instance, 7.5, 7.5.1 & 7.7.2). 
I must be clear that, not having experienced the performance for myself, I cannot 
ƉƌĞĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƚŚĂƚŵǇĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚŝƐŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞĂƚƌĞ ?ƐƵŶĂǀŽŝĚĂďůĞ
impoverishment whenever captured on camera.5  However, the importing of actors to the 
site in this instance, with little evidence of divergence from traditional acting practices, 
seems to have created a subtle yet significant barrier between the audience and the work.  
dŚĂƚƐĂŝĚ ?ŝƚŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞǇĞĂƌƐ ?ĞƚŚŶŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂŶĚecological research conducted 
by Wilson produced a piece that was rigorously and sensitively grown from the land in 
which it took place; it is regrettable that this seems not to have been fully realised in 
performance.  I perceived this as something of a lesson and have striven throughout to 
make direct contact with perficipants.  Both Barnett and Gardner write of The Gathering ?Ɛ
ŽƌŐĂŶŝĐƌŽŽƚĞĚŶĞƐƐŝŶŝƚƐŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĂůƐŽŽĨtŝůƐŽŶ ?ƐĂƚƚĞŶƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞ
social and conceptual; the handing down of history, memory, and embodied mountain 
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďǇ “ŚĂŶĚĂŶĚŚĞĂƌƚ ? ?'ĂƌĚŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌŐŝǀĞĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ
a piece that goes beyond spectatorship. 
Albeit from my detached position, it seems as though The Gathering ?ƐƌĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶ
theatre and performance forms (including an aerial artist) that were not imbued with the 
ƐĂŵĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐĂƐƚŚĞƉŝĞĐĞ ?ƐĐŽŶƚĞŶƚƌĞƐƵůƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞ
                                                          
5 The fact that the footage and article went live on the BBC website the same day that the show opened also 
leads me to suspect that the footage is of a dress rehearsal (at least the day before) and so may not quite 
represent the piece as it was presented to the public. 
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audience to be transformed into true participants.  Reflecting on this work provided 
valuable insight into difficulties arising from the employment of certain types and modes of 
performance within an organic environment and also difficulties relating to the 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐǁŚŽŵĂǇďĞƵŶƵƐĞĚƚŽǁŽƌŬŽĨƚŚŝƐŶĂƚure.  As 
such, The Gathering significantly influenced my pared-down, form-over-content 
performance aesthetic when perfilitating 4P. 
 
[Back to 8.1 footnote 3] 
 
A7.6.2: Robert Wilson ² Walking, Norfolk (2012) 
 
Wilson created Walking, which took place across three miles of the North Norfolk coast, in 
collaboration with Dutch theatre artists Theun Mosk and Boukje Schweigman.  Audience6 
members experienced Walking alone, guided by so-ĐĂůůĞĚ “ĂŶŐĞůƐ ?ǁŚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
prescribed slow pace and distance from the person ahead was kept.  The stated intention of 
Walking is to change the spatial and temporal perceptions of the audience (Norfolk and 
Norwich Festival, 2015), which is a recurrent theme in peripatetic performance (e.g. Myers, 
 ? ? ? ? ?tƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?^ŝƚĞƐ ? ? ? ? ?Ă ) ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚůĂĐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƌŽŽƚĞĚŶĞƐƐŝŶƚŚĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚ
conceptual environments as is present in The Gathering, Walking is certainly responsive to 
the wide and stark Norfolk landscape, which Wilson describes as  “ŶĂƚƵƌĞŝŶƚŚĞƌĂǁ ? ?ŝŶ
Barkham, 2012: [online]), feeling it to be reminiscent of the expansive scenery in his 
ĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚŚŽŵĞŽĨtĂĐŽ ?dĞǆĂƐ ?tŝůƐŽŶĂĐŚŝĞǀĞƐƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚƵĂůƐŚŝĨƚƐŝŶƉĂƌƚďǇ
insisting that Walking be undertaken at a pace well below that of everyday, functional 
ambulation, which is a technique also employed by Wrights & Sites (2006b).  However, in 
addition to the fact that walking is not the main focus of 4P, a decrease in speed is not 
inherently ludic (unless used to enter into an exaggerated and self-aware slow-motion 
mode); therefore slowing down is not a key technique within 4P to realise shifts in 
perception. 
                                                          
6 As they are referred to by Kate Harvey, lead producer on the project (in Dewachi, 2012). 
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 Although it is responsive to its site, I argue that there is a problematic ecology within 
this work, which was billed ĂƐďŽƚŚĂǁĂůŬĂŶĚƚŚĞĂƚƌŝĐĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ “ƉƵŶĐƚƵĂƚĞĚďǇŐŝŐĂŶƚŝĐ
ĂƌĐŚŝƚĞĐƚƵƌĂůŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?EŽƌĨŽůŬĂŶĚEŽƌǁŝĐŚ&ĞƐƚŝǀĂů ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?dŚĞǀĞƌǇĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ
ƚŚĞŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ “ŐŝŐĂŶƚŝĐ ?ŐŝǀĞƐĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŝŵƉŽƐŝŶŐŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ven 
though the installations are largely produced from natural materials their architectural scale 
necessitated a large operation of importing to and imposition upon the environment.  Ludic 
Ecology, on the other hand, calls for a smaller-scale approach that might hopefully be 
propagated through interpersonal interaction beyond the performances.  This realisation 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚŵǇŵŽǀĞƚŽǁĂƌĚƐǁŚĂƚ/ƚĞƌŵƚŚĞ ‘ĨŽƵŶĚŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ƐĞĞ7.8.1). 
 Walking is undoubtedly more directly participatory in nature than The Gathering; the 
architectural scale of the installations entails that they are interacted with to a certain 
degree as they are passed through.  Nonetheless, the inspiration for Spinstallation came in 
part from a desire to explore the extent to which a series of installations, created from 
natural materials, can be made more interactive than those of Walking.  As this process 
progressed, it soon became the interaction between perficipant and environment that 
generated the Spinstallation itself (see 7.8.1).  In further contrast to The Gathering, the 
absence of dramatised performers in Walking ĂůƐŽƌĞŵŽǀĞƐĂ ‘ƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƵƐ ?ĚŝƐƉĂƌŝƚǇ
between performers and audience, leaving the audience in the role of performers as they 
ĞŶŐĂŐĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚŝƐŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĞǀŝĚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚŝŶƐƚĂůůĂƚŝŽŶƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞ “ǌĞŶ-
ůŝŬĞĐŽƵƌƚǇĂƌĚƐƉĂĐĞ ? ?,ĂƌǀĞǇŝŶĞǁĂĐŚŝ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? )ĂƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ ?ƐŽƵƚƐĞƚĂŶĚdŽŵ
tĂŝƚƐ ?ƐŽƵŶĚŝŶƐƚĂůůation, wherein the audience experience not only space and sound but 
also each other.   
 Although the angels were selected artists at various stages in their careers (Dewachi, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ “ĐŚŽƌĞŽŐƌĂƉŚĞĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĐĂůůĨŽƌǀŽůunteers 
 ?&ŝĞůĚ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ) ?ƚŚĞƉŝĞĐĞ ?ƐǀŝĚĞŽĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƚŚĂƚ
ƚŚĞŝƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĚŝĚŶŽƚŝŶŚŝďŝƚƚŚĞ ‘ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ ?ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽƉĞƌĨŽƌŵ ?tŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨ
Walking, the actions of the angels are undoubtedly performative, yet always unobtrusive to 
the point of being reminiscent of Victorian domestic staff (notwithstanding their bright 
yellow jackets).  To follow this analogy: when sharing the same space, both masters and 
servants play their respective roles and together constitute the performance of social class.  
In Spinstallation there is necessarily a distinction between perfilitator and perficipant, yet I 
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strive to reduce the distance to the point where it is difficult to distinguish one from the 
other. 
In Walking, as with The Gathering, the environment was engaged with in such a way 
as to allow the site to perform itself, and also the people within it, in the manner 
championed by Smith (2009c).  Each work, though, has a factor which appears to limit the 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂnce: in The Gathering, it is characterisation and passive 
spectatorship; in Walking, it is the domineering nature of many of the architectural 
installations.  I may conclude differently, however, had I experienced either of the works 
directly.  Nonetheless, having perceived these potential issues allowed me to develop 
Spinstallation in such a way that they could be addressed from the outset and the 
performative nature of the environment could therefore hopefully be maximised. 
 
A7.6.3: Play Workshop & Performance Pedagogy 
 
Graduate School Spinstallations in particular took on a recognisable academic workshop 
form: with introductions, initial activities, and a main activity, followed by a plenary/work-
sharing.  This is not dissimilar to a typical format for adult play workshops, which seek to 
reconnect adults with childlike engagement in play (e.g. Chalufour, Drew & Waite-
Stupiansky, 2003).  I did not draw specifically on adult play workshops, except for the 
inclusion of the free-play activity in S4 & S5.  Adult play sessions tend to be comprised of 
ostensibly childlike play forms, structured much as they would be in childhood, for which 
ĂĚƵůƚƐŽĨƚĞŶƉĂǇĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐƵŵ ?ůĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŽĂĐĐƵƐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĂŶ “ŝŶĨĂŶƚŝůŝƐŝŶŐĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů
ƚƌĞŶĚ ?ƚŚĂƚĞŵďŽĚŝĞƐĂ “ďŝǌĂƌƌĞƚǇƉĞŽĨƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ?,ŝĐŬƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ?ŽŶůŝŶĞ ? ) ?&ŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?
Aya Husni Bey, a certified therapeutic play practitioner (whose sessions cost £70  W see 
Creativity Unmasked, 2015), specifically describes her play counselling practice as enabling 
her clients to explore their childhood selves (in Hicks, 2016). 
 Conversely, Spinstallation aims for perficipants to explore their adult selves.  When 
including activities which target childlike play-forms, such as object manipulation, lexical 
inventiveness, and art-making with colourful craft materials, I have sought to structure 
these so as reconnect perficipants with discontinued developmental stages important for 
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creativity (Runco, 1996: 3), yet avoid wholesale regression.  When introducing the object 
manipulation of Bag-of-Tricks Playtime, I encourage perficipants to use the imported objects 
and those native to the room to create structures with constraints whose ludic potential 
may then be explored (see 7.7.1 & 7.7.2).  In Neologism Time, the wordplay activity, I seek 
to reconnect perficipants with this childlike play-form through the arguably more 
sophisticated mode of renaming elements within their work environment.  Lastly, I structure 
art-making into the task of creating totemic figures, aiming also to bring greater conceptual 
ƐŽƉŚŝƐƚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽƉĞƌĨŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ƉůĂǇǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĐƌĂĨƚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ ?dŚƵƐ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚSpinstallation 
bears some resemblance to other adult play sessions, I argue that it is crucially different.  As 
the above indicates, I have developed Spinstallation in light of my research into the nature 
of play(fulness), its relation to creativity, and my ludic ecology framework, hopefully leading 
to a workshop that retains a sense of playful abandon, yet is structured according to 
rigorously researched principles. 
 On the performance front, I have incorporated activities from The Empty Space, a 
first-year undergraduate module devised by Oliver Double (my internal examiner) on which I 
have taught during ŵǇWŚ ?/ĂĚŽƉƚĞĚKůůǇ ?ƐŵĞƚŚŽĚŽĨĐŽŶĚƵĐƚŝŶŐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ
the group: this consists of each person saying their name, where they are from (in Graduate 
School Spinstallations this means their university department), and an interesting fact 
(which ĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇŚĂǀĞƚŽďĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ) ?/ĂůǁĂǇƐŵŽĚĞůƚŚŝƐ ?ŐŝǀŝŶŐƚǁŽĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚŝŶŐ
facts.  This is an effective performative ice-breaker because, in choosing a fact and how to 
relay it, perficipants are already performing a version of themselves to the group.  I also 
ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚ:ŽŚŶƐƚŽŶĞ ?ƐƚŚƌĞĞďůŽĐŬƐƚŽƐƉŽŶƚĂŶĞŝƚǇ ?ƐĞĞ7.6), which Olly includes in The 
Empty Space when teaching the students about improvisation.  The other exercise drawn 
directly from performance pedagogy is the pairing of a noise with an action (see 7.6).  
However, this is an exercise I have come across so many times throughout my performance 
training and practice that it is not possible for me to accurately identify its source.  All in all, I 
argue that Spinstallation has developed into a practice which combines elements in such a 
way as to significantly differentiate itself from those practices to which it bears 
resemblance. 
 
[Back to 1.2.1 footnote 11] 
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[Back to 1.6 footnote 41] 
[Back to 8.1 footnote 2] 
 
A7.7: Spinstallation Feedback Questionnaire Responses 
 
Follow the link below to see the full responses from Spinstallation S1, S2, S4 & S5 
perficipants. 
S1, S2 & S4 responses are in one file.  The relevant Spinstallation number is handwritten on 
the top-right corner of each page. 
S5 responses are in a separate file.  The reason for this is simply that S5 responses were 









A8.1: The Sacred and The Sublime 
 
Kant posits the (mathematically)1 sublime in moments when the mind strives and fails to 
grasp infinitude, thereby simultaneously revealing both its limitations and ability to 
indirectly surpass those limitations (1987: 103 W106).  We cannot think about what we 
cannot think about, but we can think about thinking about what we cannot think about; we 
may even be able to think about what we cannot think.  Note that these are paradoxes of 
abstraction similar to ludic metacommunication, and ones which allow for a working-
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽĨ<ĞƌƐŚĂǁ ?ƐĐŽŵŵĂŶĚĂŶƚ-supplicant paradox (2009a: 135), since it presents the 
possibility of dealing with the paradoxicality of subjective agency embedded within 
ecological systems by simultaneously recognising the reality of both.  A divergence between 
ĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐĂŶĚ<ĂŶƚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁƐŝƐ<ĂŶƚ ?ƐĂŶƚŚƌŽƉŽĐĞŶƚƌŝĐŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇŝƐ “ƐƵďůŝŵĞůǇ
ĂďŽǀĞŶĂƚƵƌĞ ? ?ŝďŝĚ P ? ? ? ) ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ƌĞĨƵƚĞ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐĂƚĞƐŽŶ ?ƐƐĂĐƌĞĚĂƌŝƐĞƐĨƌŽŵŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŵƐ ?
paradoxical status as agents within nature. 
I argue that play(fulness) can reach a similar sublimity by affording recognition of the 
ůŝŵŝƚƐŝŵƉŽƐĞĚďǇƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞĨŝŶŝƚƵĚĞof possibilities for action, 
but also the inherent, effectively-boundless, freedom within that structure, owing to the 
enormous number of possibilities.2  Humour enters, I argue, because ridiculousness is yin to 
ƐƵďůŝŵŝƚǇ ?ƐǇĂŶŐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŵĂǇďĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚƚŚƌough irreverent reverence ?&Žƌ<ĂŶƚ ? “ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐ
ƐŝŶŬƐĚĞĞƉĞƌďĞŶĞĂƚŚƚŚĞƐƵďůŝŵĞƚŚĂŶƚŚĞƌŝĚŝĐƵůŽƵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĂƐ
>ŝŵŽŶƉŽŝŶƚƐŽƵƚ ?<ĂŶƚŵŝƐƐĞƐŚŝƐŽǁŶũŽŬĞ ?ŚĂǀŝŶŐůĞŶƚ “ƚŚĞƌŝĚŝĐƵůŽƵƐĂƐƵďůŝŵĞ ?ĞǀĞŶ
ŽĐĞĂŶŝĐ ?ĚĞƉƚŚ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?>ŝŵŽŶexposes another comedic moment, in which Kant defines 
ƚŚĞƐƵďůŝŵĞĂƐ “ůĂƌŐĞďĞǇŽŶĚĂůůĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ?ďĞĨŽƌĞƐǁŝĨƚůǇĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ “ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞ
ŝƐƐŵĂůů ?ǁŚĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚƚŽŝƚ ?<ĂŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?&Žƌ>ŝŵŽŶ  “ƐƵďůŝŵŝƚǇŝƐ
                                                          
1 Kant also discusses what he calls the dynamical sublime, yet this is not so germane in this context since it is 
defined in terms of irresistible might (1987: 119 W123), whereas I characterise play(fulness) as the negotiation 
of terms (see 4.3.1). 
2 dŚĞ “ďŽƵŶĚůĞƐƐƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐŝƚǇ ? of performance (Kershaw, 2009b: 4) thus indicates the appropriateness of PaR in 
this context, in addition to the close interrelation of play(fulness) and performance (Schechner, 2013; 
Shepherd & Wallis, 2004: 122 W127; Turner, 1982).  See also 4.4.1. 
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ƌŝĚŝĐƵůŽƵƐ QũŽŬĞƐĂƌĞƐƵďůŝŵĞ ?(2000: 53).  Therefore, an effective, fun-filled3 way of having a 
sublime time is by actively courting the ludicrous through play(ful) performance, whether 
ƚŚĂƚďĞŚŽƉƉŝŶŐƵƉĂŬĞƌď ?ƚĂŬŝŶŐǇŽƵƌƚŽƚĞŵĨŽƌĂǁĂůŬ ?ŽƌŬŝĐŬŝŶŐĂůŝŽŶŽĨĨƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
face.4 
 
[Back to 8.7 footnote 25]
                                                          
3 /ŵĞĂŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇŝŶŽŐŽƐƚ ?ƐƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ “ƚŝŶŬĞƌŝŶŐǁŝƚŚĂƐŵĂůůƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŝŶĂƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐǁĂǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P
4), but, if you can augment your play with Playfulness, then fun in the sense of pleasure will likely also be 
yours. 





Irreverent Reverence The aspect of a ludic disposition which approaches the Sacred 
in its profundity by recognising, and revelling in, the paradoxes 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌŝŶŐ ?ƚŚƵƐƵŶŝĨǇŝŶŐƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?Ɛ
Ludicrous and Sacred poles. 
Rooted Placelessness ŚĞŝŐŚƚĞŶĞĚƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŝŶŽŶĞ ?ƐĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ŚĂƚ
stems from levels of awareness and being anterior to those 
involved in the production of narrative. 
Subjunctivity The phenomenal ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐƵďũƵŶĐƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝĨ ? )ŵŽĚĞ
of world-engagement, which I deem always additional and 
ƉĂƌĂůůĞůƚŽƚŚĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝǀĞ ? ‘ĂƐŝƐ ? ) ?438 
Intrasubjectivity Interactions between different aspects/facets/elements of 
ŽŶĞ ?ƐŽǀĞƌĂůůƐĞůĨ-structure.  Essential for the experience of 
Playfulness in the absence of other agents. 
Ludicality A property attributable to agent, environment, or object etc. 
which is broadly synonymous with playfulness, but with the 
added connotation of musicality. 
Perficipant   Performer-Participant. 
Perfilitator   Performer-Facilitator. 
  
                                                          






Where appropriate, the original publication date is given in square brackets.  I have given the 
ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĚĂƚĞƉƌĞĐĞĚĞŶĐĞǁŚĞŶŽƌĚĞƌŝŶŐĂŶĂƵƚŚŽƌ ?ƐǁŽƌŬƐĐŚƌŽŶŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇ ?/ŶĂĚdition 
to works directly cited, this list also includes some works which were key to the shaping of this 
project, but which do not appear in this text. 
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